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4864. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Nichols Copper Co.,
Laurel Hill, Long Island, N. Y., favoring the passage of
House Resolution 319; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4865, Also, petition of Warrior Ideal Democratic Organiza-
tion, 9 Seigel Street, Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring a universal
5-day week; to the Committee on I..a.bor

4866. Also, petition of Louis Brosky, 213 Kent Street,
Brooklyn, N. Y., executive secretary of the Unemployed and
Unattached Veterans of Greenpoint, Brooklyn, N. Y., favor-
ing the immediate payment of the adjusted-service certifi-
cates, House bill 1; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4867. By Mr. NELSON of Maine: Petition of George S.
Staples and 86 other citizens of Maine, urging support for
House bill 9891, to provide pensions for certain railroad
employees; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

4868. By Mr. NOLAN: Petition of the city of Minneapolis,
indorsing the Shipstead-Mansfield bill financing the river
and harbor projects; to the Commitiee on Rivers and
Harbors.

4869. Also, petition of organizations in Minneapolis, Minn.,

relative to the enactment of a law providing for Federal |

supervision of motion pictures; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

4870. By Mr. PEAVEY: Petition of numerous citizens re-
siding at Ashland, Wis., protesting against compulsory Sun-
day observance; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4871. By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of Robert Franknecht

and 24 other citizens of Chicago, I1l., favoring the reduction
of the Federal deficit without inflation by utilizing fully idle
gold and other guaranties of currency; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.
- 4872. By Mr. ROBINSON: Petition signed by Henry
Theed, jr., of Gladbrook, Iowa, and 18 other citizens of
Gladbrook, Iowa, opposing the Federal sales tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

4873. Also, petition signed by George H. Hake, Belmond,
Jowa, and about 100 other citizens of Belmond, Iowa, op-
posing the theater admission tax on the lower admission
classifications, feeling that it will seriously handicap both
local theater and general business conditions and cause the
closing of many theaters in the smaller communities; fo
the Committee on Ways and Means.

4874. Also, petition signed by F. M. Kachelhoffer, of the
Ackley Gun Club, Ackley, Towa, and 42 others from Ackley
and near-by towns, protesting against the 1-cent tax on
shotgun shells; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4875. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of Nestles Milk Products
Co., New York City, favoring exemption of malt sirup in
the proposed sales tax; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4876. Also, petition of Association of Army Employees,
Governors Island, N. Y., opposing salary reduction; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

4877. Also, petition of William P. McGervey, Pittsburgh,
Pa., referring to deduction of losses on worthless bank stock;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4878. Also, petition of Richey, Browne & Donald, Maspeth,
Long Island, N. Y., referring to the sales tax; o the CQm-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4879. Also, petition of Ann Rose Frocks (Inc.) opposing
the manufacturers’ sales tax; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4880. Also, petition of allied salesmen of the Garment In-
dustry (Inc.), New York City, opposing the sales tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

4881. By Mr. SCHNEIDER: Petition of residents of Hor-
tonville, Wis., protesting against the levy of a sales tax on
sausage, lard, canned meat, and cooked ham; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4382, By Mr. SEGER: Letter from William Green, presi-
dent of the American Federation of Labor, opposing any
reduction in salaries of Federal employees; to the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Departments.

4883. By Mr. SHOTT: Petition of 100 members of Wil-
liamson Chamber of Cemmerce, and including the repre-
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sentatives of the wholesale and retail merchants, bankers,
and manufacturers of Williamson, W. Va., urging that Con-
gress enact legislation providing that bus and truck lines be
placed under the rules and regulations and direction of the
Interstate  Commerce Commission; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

4884. By Mr. STALKER: Petition of members of the
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Washington, D.C.,
opposing the resubmission of the eighteenth amendment to
be ratified by State conventions or by State legislatures,
and supporting adequate appropriations for law enforce-
ment and for education in law observance; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

4885. Also, petition of residents of Hornell, N. Y., protest-
ing against compulsory Sunday observance; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

4886. By Mr. SWANSON: Petition of Parent-Teacher
Council of Counecil Bluffs, Iowa, favoring House bills 5859
and 1867, for investigation of communists and for strength-
ening of immigration laws; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

4887. By Mr. SWING: Petition signed by 58 citizens of
San Diego, Calif., protesting against legislation making Sun-
day observance compulsory; fo the Commiftee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

4888. By Mr. TEMPLE: Petition of Grand Theater, 104
East Lincoln Avenue, McDonald, Pa., suggesting amendments
to the Vestal bill; to the Commitiee on Patents.

4889, By Mr. TIERNEY: Petition relating to General
Pulaski’s Memorial Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE

THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 1932
(Legisiative day of Wednesday, March 23, 1932)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a mes-
sage from the House of Representatives.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Reépresentatives by Mr,
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had
passed without amendment the bill (S. 1590) granting cer-
tain public lands to the State of New Mexico for the use and
benefit of the Eastern New Mexico Normal School, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the House had passed
bills of the following titles, in which it requested the con-=
currence of the Senate:

H.R. 8087. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to vacate withdrawals of public lands under the reclama-
tion law, with reservation of rights, ways, and easements;

H.R.8914. An act to accept the grant by the State of
Montana of concurrent police jurisdiction over the rights
of way of the Blackfeet Highway, and over the rights of way
of its connections with the Glacier National Park road sys-
tem on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation in the State of
Montana; and

.H.R. 10495. An act amending an act of Congress approved
February 28, 1919 (40 Stat. L. 1206), granting the city of
San Diego certain lands in the Cleveland National Forest
and the Capitan Grande Indian Reservation for dam and
reservoir purposes for the conservation of water, and for
other purposes, so as to include additional lands. :

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and
they were signed by the Vice President:

S.3282. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Bay of
San Francisco from the Rincon Hill district in San Fran-
cisco by way of Goat Island to Oakland; and

S.3409. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to sell certain unused Indtan cemetery reserves on the
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Wichita Indian Reservation in Oklahoma to provide funds
for purchase of other suitable burial sites for the Wichita
Indians and affiliated bands.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read twice by their
titles and referred to the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys:

H.R. 8087. An act authorizing the Secretary of the In-
terior to vacate withdrawals of public lands under the
reclamation law, with reservation of rights, ways, and
easements;

H.R.8914. An act to accept the grant by the State of
Montana of concurrent police jurisdiction over the rights of
way of the Blackfeet Highway, and over the rights of way of
its connections with the Glacier National Park road system
on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation in the State of Mon-
tana; and

H.R.10495. An act amending an act of Congress ap-
proved February 28, 1919 (40 Stat. L. 1206), granting the
city of San Diego certain lands in the Cleveland National
Forest and the Capitan Grande Indian Reservation for dam
and reservoir purposes for the conservation of water, and
for other purposes, so as to include additional lands.

AMENDMENT OF TARIFF ACT OF 1930

The VICE PRESIDENT. The tariff bill is before the Sen-
ate, and the question is on the amendment in the nature of
a substitute proposed by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Harrison1l.

. The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 6662) to
amend the tariff act of 1930, and for other purposes.

Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
& quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered fo their names:

Ashurst Jones Robinson, Ind.
Austin Couzens Eean Schall

Bailey Dale Eendrick Sheppard
Bankhead Davls Keyes Bhipstead
Barbour Dickinson King Smith
Barkley Dill Logan Smoot
Bingham Fess * McGill Stelwer
Black- Fletcher McKellar Thomas, Idaho
Blaine Frazier McNary Thomas, Okla.
Borah George Metcalf Townsend
Bratton Glass Morrison Trammell
Brookhart Glenn Moses Tydings
Broussard Goldsborough Neely Vandenberg
Bulkley Gore Norbeck ‘Wagner
Bulow Harrison Norris Walcott
Byrnes Hatfield Nye Walsh, Mass.
Capper Hayden Oddie Walsh, Mont.
Caraway Hebert Patterson Waterman
Carey Howell Pittman Watson
Coolidge Hull Reed White
Copeland Johnson Robinson, Ark. .

Mr. TOWNSEND. I desire to announce that my colleague
the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. Hastings] is un-
avoidably detained from the Senate. I will let this an-
nouncement stand for the day.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that my colleague
the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. ConNwaLLY] is neces-
sarily absent because of a death in his family.

Mr. GEORGE. My colleague the senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Harris] is still detained from the Senate
because of illness. I will let this announcement stand for
the day.

Mr. GLASS. I wish to announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson] is absent in
attendance upon the disarmament conference at Geneva.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-three Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the object of this legis-
lation is to restore to Congress the power designed by the
fathers of laying taxes upon the American people. The
bill as it passed the House and the substitute which has
been offered in behalf of the minority members of the
Finance Committee differ not a great deal. The purposes
are the same,
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It will be recalled that in 1922 in the Fordney-McCumber
Act the Tariff Commission was given the power to increase
or reduce rates 50 per cent, Congress withholding, of course,
the right to take items that were on the free list and im-
pose any duty upon them or to place on the free list any
items that were dutiable. The object of the legislation is
to take away from the Tariff Commission that power and
to lodge it back with the Congress.

The bill as it passed the House not only does that but
it creates in the Tariff Commission the position of a con-
sumer’s counsel, designed and intended to represent the
consuming public in maftters before the Tariff Commission.

Third, the House bill sought to have the President of the
United States inaugurate a movement for an international
economic conference, the purpose of which was the lowering
of excessive tariff duties and eliminating discriminatory
and unfair trade practices and other economic barriers
affecting international trade, preventing retaliatory tariff
measures and economic wars and promoting fair, equal, and
friendly trade and commercial relations between nations.

The House bill sought to do those three things, to restore
to Congress the power to fix tariff rates, the holding of
an international economic conference, and the creation of
the position of consumers’ counsel.

The substitute bill which is now being considered by the
Senate does not disturb in essentials the bill as it passed
the House taking away from the Tariff Commission the
right to fix duties. It only clears up some ambiguities and
lays down more particularly and definitely what factors
shall enter into consideration by the Tariff Commission in
ascertaining the difference in cost of production. It pro-
poses to reincorporate the provision of the House bill call-
ing for an infernational economic conference; it proposes
to reincorporate the provision for the creation of a con-
sumers’ counsel; and it goes one step further and requests
the President to inaugurate proceedings to bring about
reciprocal trade agreements.

In passing, Mr. President, permit me to say that wha.t.ever
the work of the proposed international economic conference
may be, whatever trade agreements it may formulate, what-
ever understandings may be arrived at as to reducing exces-
sive rates or removing trade barriers, a report must be sub-
mitted to Congress and action must be taken by Congress
before any final result shall be reached. The same thing is
true as to the provision that invites the President to under-
take to negotiate reciprocal trade agreements for the pur-
pose of bringing about mutual tariff concessions. Whatever
agreements may be entered into, they must not merely be
reported to the Senate but they must be reported to the
American Congress and be ratified and confirmed by the
Congress before they shall become effective. That is the
legislation we are seeking to enact.

Of course, my distinguished friend from Indiana [Mr,
WatsoN] and the Senator from Utah [Mr, Smoor]l and
others, if the speech made by the Senator from Indiana
over the radio the other night is to be accepted as an indi-
cation of the line of attack on this proposed legislation, will
bring up the bugaboo that we are again about to get into the
League of Nations; that we are going to allow other coun-
tries to fix our tariff duties; and that we are treading on
very delicate and dangerous ground. I answer that conten-
tion merely by the suggestion that all we seek to do, in order
that we may again build up some export trade and com-
merce, is to create a world sentiment favorable to the reduc-
tion of excessive tariff rates and the removal of trade bar-
riers and discriminations, and, in any event, a report must
be submitted to Congress.

No one will be deceived by the suggestion advanced by
the Senator from Indiana that there might be international
complications. Before I shall have finished, Mr. President, I
will call to the attention of the Senate the fact that what
we propose to do along the line of endeavoring to get some
reciprocal trade agreements and mutual tariff concessions is
exactly what the Republican Party attempted to do in the
Fordney-McCumber law, because as that bill passed the
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House of Representatives there was a provision in it to that
effect. :

Recurring, Mr. President, to the flexible-tariff provision,
which is really the milk in the coconut, I desire to say that
we are not attempting to do any radical thing, we are not
attempting to do any extreme thing with reference to tariff
legislation. We are merely trying to formulate a plan which
will prove most effectual in the future in working out a tariff-
revision program.

The provision in the present law giving to the Tariff Com-~
mission the right to increase or lower tariff duties is a new
idea. It was never thought of previously to 1922. So far
as I have been able to ascertain from my search of the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, the first proposal that was made to carry
out that scheme was in 1922. It was offered at that time,
as I shall show, merely as a temporary proposal. No one
dreamed that it was to be a permanent feature of our gov-
ernmental structure; no Senator lifted his voice and said
that he was for it as a permanent policy of this Government.
Why? Because for 140 years this Government had existed
under a constitution giving to Congress the power to fix
taxes upon the American people, to levy duties at our cus-
tomhouses. That plan had worked very well through these
years, it was the conception of the founders of the Gov-
ernment, and consequently no one until 1922 had the audac-
ity even to suggest a plan that would take away from the
Congress of the United States the power to levy taxes and
to fix duties at the customhouses.

I will be pardoned I hope for reviewing the history of that
proposal. Senators now within the sound of my voice will
recall that the then distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee of the House of Representatives, Mr.
Fordney, whom we all admired in his lifetime and whose
memory we now respect, a splendid gentleman, was among
the highest of all protectionists who éver walked the public
stage. He boasted of the fact that a tariff could not be
fixed too high for him. Indeed, he almost asserted he would
be willing to put a tariff wall around this Government so
high that we should live entirely o ourselves with respect
to trade and commerce.

So, as a Member of the other House, he conceived the idea
in framing that legislation of providing an American valua-
tion scheme, something that had never previously been pro-
posed in this country except once, away back in 1868, as I
recall, and it was proposed then because of certain abnormal
conditions then existing, Congress repealed it as soon almost
as it was passed. However, Mr. Fordney. conceived and put
through the House the plan of fixing tariff rates on the
American valuation plan, the whole idea being to gef rates
as high as possible. It was a fine scheme for the protec-
tionists, but it was so indefensible that even my good friend
from Indiana [Mr. Warson] and the present distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee [Mr. Smoor] when the
bill came over here—and I say it to their credit—would not
stand for that proposal. So it was stricken out in the Me-
Cumber end of that legislation.

But what did they do? They struck out the American
valuation plan, which sought to increase the rates much
above the high figures which were provided in that measure;
but because, as they said, there was an exceptional situa-
tion in the country, because there were abnormal conditions
confronting the world, because the currencies of foreign
countries were depreciated and exchange was all out of joint,
in order to meet the then extraordinary and abnormal con-
ditions, they decided that they would try out a flexible pro-
vision in the law. So they gave the Tariff Commission,
which had already been created, the power of increasing to
the extent of 50 per cent or reducing to the extent of 50
per cent the duties on goods coming into this country. It
was offered as a temporary suggestion, and, as I say, no one
argued thaf it should be a permanent feature of our govern-
mental structure.

To show that that is true, in the discussion of what we
are trying to do now, I want to read just briefly from some
of the arguments which were then made. The flexible pro-
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vision was recommended by the Pinance Committee, but
when it reached the floor of the Senate a Republican Senator
argued against it and offered an amendment fo it to the
effect that it should apply for only two years, and the
amendment he offered made it operative accordingly.

The author of the amendment was the then distinguished
Senator from New Mexico, Mr. Bursum. His argument was so
strong and forceful, as were the arguments of other Sena-
tors against that proposal and in favor of his amendment,
that the amendment was adopted by the Senate without
any partisan character whatever. The Bursum amendment,
which limited the operation of the flexible provision to
practically two years, was adopted in this body by a vote
of nearly 2 to 1. In looking over the list of distinguished
Senafors who at that time voted to make the provision
operative for only two years, thus putting their stamp of
approval on the proposition that it was merely of tem-
porary character, one can not decide whether there were
more Republicans or more Democrats who voted for it; in-
deed, it is my belief that there were on the roll call more
Republicans who voted for the Bursum amendment than
voted against it. The vote was—yeas 34, nays 19; and in
looking over the list of distinguished Senators who now
adorn this Chamber and who voted on that roll call I see
the name of CarpEr; I see the name of McNary, one of the
able leaders on the other side; I see the names of Mosks,
NorBeck, Oppig, and SHORTRIDGE. Those Senators who are
here now voted at that time. Of course, I know that the
distinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borar]l and other
distinguished Senators were at that time in favor of making
the flexible provision temporary, but, unfortunately, they
did not vote on that particular amendment. There were
only 19 votes against that proposal. In arguing the ques-
tion, this is what Mr. Bursum said:

Mr, Warse of Montana. What is the date fixed by the Senator
in his amendment?

Mr. BorsuMm. Two years; until December, 1924.

Mr, Warse of Montana:. Would it not sult the Senator a little
better if he fixed it the 4th of March, 1925?

Mr. Bursum, No. I have no dispesition, In submitting this
amendment, to undertake In any way to curtail the prerogatives
of any President. The amendment is offered in good faith. My
position i{s that the proposal to delegate this power to the Presi-
dent is a departure and an unusual procedure. It involves a
great national issue, an issue which has not been submitted to
the people of this country.

It can only be justified, to my mind, upon the assumption that
there is chaos all over the world to-day, that values are upset in
all of the countries of the world, that the rates of exchange are
erratic, that values are constantly changing, and it may be possible,
and is probable, that some of the rates which have been agreed
upon by the Senate commitiee and adopted by the Senate, while
they may be fair and just at this time, three months from now cr
six months from now may be entirely too high, may be out of all
proportion, and upon that theory, and assuming that those are
the actual conditions existing in the world to-day, this change
might be justified. I think it is justified as an emergency relief
which could not be obtained through any other method or through
the usual proceedings of legislation.

This amendment would limit to two years the time of the exten-
slon of the authority granted by the amendments to section 315.
If during those two years the experience has proven satisfactory to
the country, it will not be difficult for Congress to continue this
authority if the country believes it wise and if the Congress agrees
to it. It might be sald that we can repeal the law if it is not
agreeable. I submit that that is putting an un burden
upon Congress, the burden of repealing this authority.

I belleve we can trust Congress to reenact this provision if it is
in the future found necessary, and if it is not found necessary it
will not be reenacted. I have grave doubts personally as to the
wisdom of a permanent change of this character. I am of the
opinion that Congress is amply able and capable of designating the
rates of duty and providing for the raising of revenue; but under
the circumstances, under the extraordinary conditions which exist
all over the world, the uncertainty of values, the constant changes
in every line of industry which affect our imports, for the purpose
of serving this vital emergency, the delegation of authority may be
Justifiable.

Mr. McCumber, who was in charge of the bill as chairman
of the Finance Committee at that time, in the discussion
said:

Now I want to say & word upon the other proposition. I agree
with the Senator from New Mexico that this is something in the
nature of an emergency measure, to meet condit'ons which may
arise in the near future, and before prices become stabilized
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throughout the world. I would not want this provision to remain
a part of our laws for any greater length of time than would be
n , and that would be determined, in my opinion, by the
length of time that would elapse before conditions return to &
normal state,

I want to say in all candor to the Senator that I fully understand
that the Senator does not like this provision at all; and I do not
like it, except for this particular purpose.

Further on Mr. McCumber said:

Further, I want to say to the Senator from New Mexico that
when Congress thinks it ought to change this law it can do it. 1%
‘can do it in one year or in two years, and I think it is better to
leave to Congress the duty of ascertalning and determining when
it 1s longer necessary or proper to continue this power; and that
time will be, as I have suggested, when we have reached a more
normal condition.

Further on Mr. McCumber said:

The reasons given by the Senator do not appeal to me. It seems
to me that we may trust Congress and trust the President,
whether he is Democratic or Republican, to csrry out the law until
Congress repeals it, and we can trust Congress to repeal it when-

ever the conditions justify it.

Why, even my good friend from California [Mr. SHORT-
rioGel, one of the distinguished members of the Finance
Committee, who voted to make the time fwo years, said:

Personally, I am at this moment inclined to favor a limitation
as to the time of the power which is here proposed to be delegated
under the pending amendment.

And all the arguments that were made at that time were
that the provision was adopted by the Finance Committee to
meet an extraordinary condition in world affairs, purely
temporary in character, and that it would be repealed when-
ever those conditions warranfed. So, Mr. President, that
being true, it seems to me that there is no better time to
repeal the provision than now. :

After the Senate, by a vote of 2 to 1, adopted the provision
limiting the power to two years, the matter went into con-
ference between the House and the Senate. The conference
committee included my distinguished friend from Utah [Mr.
Smoor], the distinguished chairman of the Senate committee
at that time, Mr. McCumber, and the distinguished chair-
man of the House committee, Mr. Fordney, with his high
ideas of extreme protection. Of course, with those gentle-
men on the committee, you can imagine what happened to
the limitation when it got into conference. It went out,
just as the amendment of the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. -Norris] respecting trust-controlled goods
and a consumers’ counsel and the flexible provisions that we
incorporated here, and many other provisions went out of
the Smoot-Hawley bill when it was considered by the
conferees.

So, Mr. President, we seek to restore to Congress at this
time the power to pass on these rates after they are deter-
mined by the Tariff Commission.

Mr. President, I have a very strong conviction that if this
proposed legislation can become the law, it is going to do
more to stabilize tariff legislation than anything else we
could do. I appreciate, and I am sure my friend from In-
diana [Mr. Warsox] appreciates, that it is almost impossible
for a committee, without expert advice, to write tariff duties
on the basis of difference in cost of production here and
abroad. The Tariff Commission has had a great deal of
friction in years gone by. They have had their contro-
versies there. They have had them over the question of
transportation and innumerable other things that arose that
redlly caused hard feelings and jealousies within the Tariff
Commission. Buf in this legislation we lay down so plainly
and so particularly what factors the Tariff Commission shall
consider in ascertaining differences in cost here and abroad
that we will eliminate in the future, or ought to eliminate
in the future, any friction within the membership of the
Tariff Commission.

~ For instance, until we passed the Smoot-Hawley bill there
was nothing in the law prescribing to what extent transpor-
tation should be taken into consideration by the commis-
sion in ascertaining the difference in cost of production here
and’ abroad. The Tariff Commission had gotten into in-
numerable squabbles as to where the transportation charge
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was to be applied—whether it should be applied to the port
of New York, even though that might not be the consuming
area; whether it should be applied to San Francisco, which
might not be the consuming area; or whether on a domestic
matter, such as sugar, it should be applied from Utah or
Colorado to Chicago, which might be the consuming area,
or whether the domestic producers should be .given the
advantage of applying it all the way from there to New
York, where the Cuban sugar comes in. So we laid down in
this legislation, so that no expert would have any doubt
about the meaning, the definition of transportation charges
and where those things shall apply.

We go farther. In days past the Tariff Commission, in
trying to ascertain the difference in cost, have not taken
into consideration the economic location of the particular
domestic industry that they were considering. They have
not taken into consideration the efficiency of that particular
industry. We say that when the difference in cost of pro-
duction here and abroad is to be ascertained, it ought at
least to be applied fo efficiently operated industries here,
as well as to economically located industries here. That
is an innovation in the law. It is one of the real safe-
guards that will take care of the consuming people in this
country when we commence to fix rates upon the basis of
difference in cost of production here and abroad.

I recall, in serving on the agricultural subcommittee of
the Committee on Finance, I believe, during the considera-
tion of the Smoot-Hawley hill, that some sugar interests,
for instance, from Indiana came hefore our committee, and
the facts disclosed that they operated for only six weeks
in the year; and they wanted such a tariff duty on sugar
as would permit them to make a profit running only six
weeks in the year! If this bill is passed, they can not do
that, because either they are inefficiently operated or they
are not economically located.

It will be recalled that during the consideration of that
tariff bill in 1929 the glass people, for instance, wanted a
very high duty on certain kinds of glass. It was shown
that the American Window Glass people operated old, an-
tiquated machinery; but the Libbey-Owens people, who had
for 10 years amassed tremendous profits and declared ab-
normal- dividends, their stock rising away up, making tre-
mengdous amounts of money, had adopted the new and
modern method of machine blowing the glass, and so
forth. Here was one part of the industry that was losing
money, and here was another part that was making money.
Consequently, the people operating in the old, antiquated
way wanted a high duty in order to protect them, which
would have given still higher dividends and greater profits
to the Libbey-Owens people, who had the modern
machinery.

I am glad to know, if I read correctly and my informa-
tion is correct, that the American Window Glass people
and the other parts of the industry that operated in the
old, archaic fashion have now adopted the modern method;
but if this law is passed, the commission will investi-
gate, not these old, inefficient methods, not the uneconomi-
cally located plants, but the efficiently managed and eco-
nomically located institutions, and ascertain the difference
in cost of production on a consideration of those matters.

So, Mr, President, the other things are clarified in this pro-
vision that lays down the factors that the Tariff Commis-
sion shall investigate in ascertaining the difference in cost.

One of the differences between the Senate substitute
offered by the minority of the Finance Commitiee and the
House bill is this, and it is most important:

We state that after the commission ascertain the differ-
ence in cost, they shall go beyond that, and they shall make
a report to the Congress with their findings; and as to that
report for the guidance of the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House and the Finance Committee of the
Senate the substitute says:

In connection with its investigations as to differences in costs
of production the commission shall inquire into the following
matters and shall include In its reports pursuant to this section a
summary of the facts with respect to such matters,
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These are the things they are going to report to us, so that
we can have the data upon which fo write the fair and the
just duty, and ascertain the difference in cost here and
abroad—

(1) The efficlency and economic operation and location of the
domestic industry under consideration;

(2) The conditions of such domestic industry with respect to
profits and losses, the extent to which productive capacity is
utilized, and the extent of unemployment—

Very splendid factors to be considered in determining what
rate should be imposed upon importations into this coun-
try— ;

(3) The extent to which adverse conditions of production may
be due to foreign competition or to other specified factors;
~ (4) The extent to which adverse conditions of production may
be remedied by adjustments in the tariff law, taking into consid-
eration the substitution of articles used for the same purposes as
the articles under consideration, and taking into consideration any
other pertinent competitive factors; and

(5) The effects of any proposed increase or decrease in rates of
duties on other domestic industries and on the export trade of the
United States.

Mr. President, a tariff commission as it is to-day by law

charged with the duty of ascerfaining the difference in
cost, with broad discretionary powers given to it as to what
factors shall enter into the ascertainment of those cost
differences, without the power to consider, as it does not
consider, the amount of importations that come into this
country or the amount of exportations that we send abroad,
without considering the efficiency and the economic opera-
tion of the industry, can not ascertain the right rates to put
on a commodity,. But when an expert commission ascer-
tains for Congress the cost differences and gives us all the
facts enumerated in the five provisions I have read, then
we can intelligently pass on the question as to whether
the particular rate ought to be reduced or increased, or
whether the commodity ought to be put on the free list, or
whether it ought to be taken from the free list and put on
the dutiable list, and so forth.
* Bo it seems to me that if we could have legislation like
this passed, if next year we got ready to pass a revision
of the tariff rates, we would have the basis upon which to
work intelligently in fixing the rates.

I do not go so far as to say that in every case where there
is a difference in cost of production in this country and
abroad we ought to put a duty of that amount on the
article. I think there are other factors to be considered.
I see no reason in the world to put a duty on a product of
this country when we are supplying the markets of the
world with it, and there are no importations or no ap-
preciable importations of that particular product or thing
into this country. Neither can I see any reason for impos-
ing a duty at the customhouse on any article or any prod-
uct that is flowing into this country, which our people need
and must have, which we can not produce here economi-
cally and in fact do not produce in this counfry. In my
opinion, in the ascertainment of these cost differences, and
in fixing our rates, we must take into consideration the
amount of importations of an article, the amount of ex-
portations of the article, and all the other factors that
enter into the consideration of that particular guestion.

So much for that, Mr. President.

That, in a nutshell, is what we expect to do.

My distinguished friend the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Warson] spoke over the radio the other night. I see that
Mr, Jekyll Jahncke of the firm of Jahncke and Hyde, in
speaking somewhere in the North, says that the Democrats
have been in control of the House now for several months,
and that they have not yet brought out a tariff bill to reduce
a rate. My friend from Indiana says that many of these
Democrats have talked about the monstrosity of the tariff,
but have not tried to reduce rates. :

We could not please the Senator from Indiana under any
circumstances. When we go along conservatively and {ry to
act wisely and fit up a vehicle to study facts relating to costs
of production, and the many prerequisites t0 proper consid-
eration of the tariff, so that we can intelligently pass tariff
legislation, they criticize us, and if we go in and cut rates
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and slice rates on this and that article, they say that they
are doing it without the facts, and, “ just as Democrats al-
ways do, they act the fool.” That is what would be said.
But here we propose wise legislation, whick: ought to appeal
even to the conscience of a hardened Senator like my friend
from Indiana. Yet he grabs it as a reason for criticizing.
We appreciate the attitude of the President. When he
signed the Smoot-Hawley legislation, we knew and the coun-
try knew where he stood. It would be, under the circum-
stances, a waste of time to legislate rates, knowing that the
President would veto the legislation. We will wait for a
;nore propitious day, and from all indications it will not be
ong.

I read the speech delivered by the Senator the other night.
I have a copy of it here. It is wonderfully strange what my
friends get away with. They have fooled the people so long,
and they fool them so often, that they think they can fool
them all the time. -

Here is the speech my friend delivered during the Lucky
Strike hour. I do not know why he picked on the Lucky
Strike hour. [Laughter.] It is a long speech, and he de-
livered it well, as he always delivers a speech. But here is
the species of argument employed by my friend on that
occasion. The people over the country, unsuspecting as they
are, listening in from their humble homes, or in their fine
mansions, or in their counting places everywhere, get the
words of my friend. He said this:

The first contention of the opposition with reference to this

law is thet It is not a limited revision as demanded by the Presi-
dent.

He was speaking about the Smoot-Hawley tariff law.

What is the fact? In a report after the law had been in opera-
tion a year the Tariff Commission found that of the 3,300 dutiable
items mentioned in the Fordney-McCumber Act 890 were altered
and- 2,170 unchanged.

Does not the Senator think that was going pretty far
when 890 items were increased? Is it the conception of
the distinguished Senafor from Indiana that that was a
limited revision of the tariff, with 890 rates raised in that
particular law?

He said further:

The second charge is that the duties in the present bi’l are
unreasonably high, having been unduly increased; but the com-
mission found that in the value of total imports the duties were
raised upon 23 per cent, while upon 77 per cent they were either
unchanged or lowered.

An unsuspecting person, hearing those tremendous figures,
hearing the statement that the duties were raised upon only
23 per cent, while on 77 per cent they were either unchanged
or lowered, would not get the real picture. I am wondering
what part of that 77 per cent he speaks of as unchanged
or lowered were lowered in that tariff act.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EKean in the chair).
Does the Senator from Mississippi yield to the Senator from
Indiana?

Mr. HARRISON. In one moment, when I finish. Then
it will call for an explanation from the Senator.

Mr. WATSON. It calls for an explanation now,

Mr. HARRISON. It will call for an explanation. Let me
read it again.

But the commission found that in the value of total imports
the duties were raised upon 23 per cent.

Of all the imports into this country, he said, whether they
were on the dutiable list, whether they were on the free list,
or what not, he says, of all the dutiable imports, the rates
were raised upon only 23 per cent. .

* That means on all the rubber that comes into this country,
which in some years amounted to more than $500,000,000
worth. If means on all the fin that comes into this country,
which mounts so high in figures. On all of the coffee that
comes in free, as with tea and with silk, in some cases hav-
ing mounted to $400,000,000 worth. All those are included
in his figures. He says that if we take all those imports, duti-
able and undutiable, we find that the rates were raised on
only 23 per cent. That is the kind of argument he uses in
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trying to fool the people, and it is possible to fool some of
them, and my friend is so adroit that he can fool more than
anybody else I know of.

Mr, WATSON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator ought to couple with that the
other statement in the speech, that of all the imports coming
into the United States, 70 per cent come in absolutely free.

Mr. HARRISON. Of course; I do not know the exact
amount, but one of the things that has made our people
great and this country strong and wonderfully- influential is
the fact that our manufacturers import so much raw mate-
rial. They have to do it. We would not have the great auto-
mobile industry if we did not import rubber free of duty, be-
cause we do not produce it in this country. We have to have
raw silk, we have to have tin, we have to have these things
which come in free, many of which go into the manufacture
of the finished products here which have made great Amer-
ican industries, notably, the automobile industry. Of course,
many raw products that formerly came in free are now on
the dutiable list, thus adding the cost to the manufacturer
and transmitted to the consumer.

Mr. WATSON. Does the Senator know of any Repub-
lican who has ever proposed putting a tariff on those things,
the like of which we do not produce in the United States?

Mr. HARRISON. Oh, now the Senator is trying to get out
of the dilemma. I congratulate the Senator that he never
has suggested pufting a tariff on rubber.

Mr. WATSON. No; that is right.

Mr. HARRISON. He never has suggested putting a tariff
on raw silk.

Mr. WATSON. That is right.

Mr. HARRISON. But when the Senator talked over the
radio to give facts to the American people, stating that on
only 23 per cent of the total importations were the rates
raised, why did he not say what the percentage of increase
was on all the dutiable articles coming into this country?

Mr. WATSON. I did in part of the statement.

Mr. HARRISON. Where is it?

Mr. WATSON. I have it in the speech. The Senator
knows my speech better than I do.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; I know it, because the Senator has
made it so often. Let me proceed. The Senator said:

The third charge is that, while the President asked in his
message that the tariff be revised in the interest of agriculture,
yet the manufacturers had fared better than the farmers of the
country; but the Tariff Commission reported—

Listen to this—

But the Tariff Commission reported that 93 per cent of the
increases are upon products of agricultural origin, while but 7 per
cent are upon commodities of nonagricultural origin.

That sounds pretty good until one analyzes it. Sitting
and listening in one says, “Is it a fact that 93 per cent of
the increases were on agriculfural products? ” That is what
the Senator said. He has clothed it in such fine-spun lan-
guage that what he says is probably true, but when we
analyze it, it will not hold water.

“ Ninety-three per cent of the increases are upon products
of agricultural origin.” That means wool; that means
cotton; that means sugar; that means everything that is
built up on an agricultural foundation. That applies to all
the rates in cotton manufactured articles; all the rates on
woolen manufactured goods; all the rates on these other
articles which are taken originally from some agricultural
origin; and he tries to make the people believe that 93 per
cent of these increases were on agriculture.

That is one time when the Senator from Indiana and
the President of the United States agreed on a matter, be-
cause President Hoover, in a message he delivered to us at
one time, said something like that. Oh, if we listen to the
weekly song of Julius Klein, we find he talks about that all
the time. He is the greatest propagandist the Republican
Party ever had. He is the highest priced prima donna, be-
cause I doubt not that he gets a fee for this propaganda he
shoots weekly over the radio. I saw somewhere that he
was on his way out West now to deliver a lecture to somebody
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at $1,000 per lecture. He is doing pretty welll [Laughter.]

So my friend from Indiana agrees with the President of
the United States once, and they both agree with Julius
Klein; and if the facts were known, the President and the
Senafor from Indiana both got their inspiration and their
juggling of facts from Julius Klein.

That is the kind of speech the Senator made over the
radio the other night, and that is the character of speeches
he will make in the coming campaign, trying to hoodwink
and trying to fool somebody.

The Senator made another speech. It will be recalled,
Mr. President, that when the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill was
before us, how my friends the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Smoor] and the Senator from Indiana [Mr., Warson] and
some others on the other side painted the necessity for that
tariff. And Grundy was here then; he did not talk much,
but he knew how to play the ends against the middle. They
told us that the country had to have that law; but that if
it passed, we would have prosperity again in the country.
When we started the consideration of it, we did have
prosperity. L

Of course, they disagreed with a thousand economists, but
I want to read some of the things those economists prophe-
sied at that time. In a letter to the President of the United
States they prophesied economic wreck and ruin to this
couniry if the Republican Party persisted in its work in
passing that law. They prophesied the closing of industries
in this country, they prophesied the increase of unemploy-
ment in this country, they prophesied bitterness in the
hearts of foreign people, and retaliatory measures upon the
part of foreign governments, if that legislation were enacted.

Day after day we on this side, and some of the progres-
sives on the other side, would cite the facts as to what was
going to happen in the event you persisted in the passage of
that law. We begged you to fake into consideration these
prophecies of these great economists who signed that letter,
from California to Maine. But you would pay no attention
to it. You would go out and increase taxes upon the people.
You would increase these duties.

During all that I can hear the sweet, eloquent voice of the
Senator from Indiana, with that fine physique of his—and
he is a great orator; I sometimes fall under the spell of his
benign countenance and the wonderful grip of his imagina-
tion. [Laughter.] He made a great speech on June 13,
1930. The prophecy that he made at that time was not like
the prophecy made by these men who knew what would hap-
pen. His prophecy that day was not made with the same
information back of it that was possessed by this group of
more than a thousand economists, who had studied the eco-
nomic conditions of the world and knew the effect of the
passage of that measure. My friend said this on that day:

I here and now predict—

- He bows his head—

I here and now predict, and I ask my fellow Senators to recall
this prediction in the days to come—

[Laughter.]
that if this bill is passed—

The Smoot-Hawley bill—
this Nation will be on the upgrade financially, economiecally, and
commercially within 30 days.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What was the date of that?

Mr. HARRISON. That was June 13, 1930.

And that within a year from this time we shall have regained
the peak of prosperity and the position we lost last October, and
shall again resume our position as the first and foremost of all the
peoples of history in all the essential elements of individual and
national greatness.

A great speech; a bad prophet. [Laughter.] None of that
came true. But he was speaking in support of the measure
then pending, as he was the other night speaking over the
radio.

Here is what the economists said would happen. Let us
put these prophecies side by side.

Mr. WATSON. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.
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Mr. WATSON. Was there ever a time since the birth of
the Republican Party, when a tariff bill was being consid-
ered, when economists did not prophesy that it would
destroy our foreign trade and our domestic industry?

Mr. HARRISON. I want to say this in behalf of my
friend——

Mr. WATSON. No; answer my question.

Mr. HARRISON. I am not surprised at him making that
statement, because he got the inspiration from President
Hoover in the campaign three years ago, who spoke along
the same line and made the same kind of prophecies. I
think he went a little farther than did the Senator, because
he was going to put two automobiles in every garage, and
he was going to put a chicken in every pot, I believe.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Two chickens,

Mr. HARRISON. Two chickens; yes. We found out there
were nothing but necks in the pot, however.

Mr. WATSON. Will the Senator answer my question
directly? Has there ever been a time when a greal ma-
jority of economists did not prophesy as I have suggested?
When the Dingley bill was under consideration, when the
Payne-Aldrich bill was under consideration, when the Ford-
ney-McCumber bill was before us, did not a great majority
of the economists predict exactly what the thousand econo-
mists predicted when the last tariff bill was under con-
sideration?

Mr. HARRISON. I have not looked back at all that, but
I dare say there never was such an avalanche of economists
that prophesied in such a singularly correct way as did those
1,009 economists as to the dire effects of the Smoot-Hawley
measure. Economists are in a better position to judge than
is the Senator from Indiana. Their training qualifies them
to analyze and forecast. That is why we have economists.
I reckon some economists in the past have prophesied as
the Senator suggests, but they certainly never missed the
mark as did my friend in his prophecy.

May I ask the Senator from Indiana a question?

Mr. WATSON. Certainly.

Mr. HARRISON. Can the Senator produce a number of
economists who prophesied in connection with the passage
of the Dingley law, the Payne-Aldrich law, or any other
tariff law, such as I am going to read here?

Mr. WATSON. I do not say there were a thousand econ-
omists; but I do say that a very great number of economists
in each instance predicted precisely what these economists
did in this instance.

Mr. HARRISON. Then I will come down to the Senator’s
size. Can he name one economist who during the consid-
eration and prior to the passage of any tariff bill predicted
in the way he has stated?

Mr. WATSON, Yes; and I will give them in a little while.
The Senator remembers it because it has been discussed
here.

Mr. HARRISON. I want the Senator to name just one.

Mr. WATSON. Of course, I can not do that just offhand.

Mr. HARRISON. But I can name 1,009 who prophesied
respecting the effects of the passage of the Smoot-Hawley
tariff law.

Mr. WATSON. Certainly; because the Senator has the
list before him. I can not remember who prophesied 10 or
15 years ago.

Mr. HARRISON. Let me ask the Senator another ques-
tion. I am sure he wants to be candid, even if he is going
to come up for reelection this year.

Mr. WATSON. That does not bother me any.

Mr. HARRISON. Oh, no; I presume not. Is it the Sena-
tor’s opinion that the thousand economists who prophesied
in this morbid and foreboding way were more correct in
their prophecy than the Senator was?

Mr. WATSON. They were more correct than I was, but
here is the difference between us. In the first place, I
prophesied at the tail end of an oration. [Laughter.]

Mr. HARRISON. Is the Senator always wrong when he
comes to the tail end of an oration? [Laughter.]

Mr. WATSON. Not always. The point about it is that at
the time I uttered that prophecy I did not know the depth
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and the intensity of the industrial depression all over the
world. I had no conception of it at that time. I could
not foresee the depths to which we would fall industrially,
commercially, and financially in the United States.

Of course, at that time it was an idle prophecy to make.
I understand that. But these economists year after year are
studying this question from the financial, industrial, and
commercial standpoint, and they make their prophecies
based on what they suppose are settled data and fixed prin-
ciples, In no instance have they been right ezcept that
they happened to be right in this particular instance.

Mr. HARRISON. On what did the Senator base his
prophecy? -

Mr. WATSON. On the fact that after the passage of the
Dingley law, after the passage of the Payne-Aldrich tariff
act in 1909, and after the passage of the Fordney-McCum-
ber tariff act, the country did move forward in an era of
great prosperity. Our labor was employed better than ever
before.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr, HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not think our good friend from In-
diana ought to be attacked on the ground of being a bad
prophet. He may have been in this one instance, but I
remember prior to the last Republican National Convention,
when he was prophesying what would happen if a certain
man was nominated for the Republican presidential candi-
dacy, his prophecy was very, very accurate. [Laughter.]

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Indiana talks about
how prosperity came after the enactment of the Payne-
Aldrich law. The Senator knows full well what happened
following that event because I think he went down in-that
avalanche himself.

Mr. WATSON. Oh, no; I did not.

Mr. HARRISON. Then he escaped that time, but they
got him two years later, I believe. Anyway, when Mr. Taft
signed the Payne-Aldrich tariff law, after he had spoken asa
candidate in favor of that tariff bill, and then when that was
enacted into law and raised the rates too high, the Senator
knows what happened to him. I think Mr, Taft carried
Utah and Vermont, did he not? Were they not the only
two States he carried?

Mr. WATSON. The Senator has that all wrong.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator has his dates mixed.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator is mixed on his dates, like
he is on his figures.

Mr. HARRISON. I am not mixed on my figures at all. I
came to the Sixty-second Congress in 1911. The Payne-
Aldrich Tariff Act was passed in 1909. At the following
election the Democrats came into control; we had a majority
in the House; and the very next time the American people
came to elect a President, Mr. Taft appeared again as a
candidate, and he was snowed under an avalanche of votes.
Are not those the facts?

Mr. WATSON. No.

Mr. HARRISON. Then, what are the facts?

Mr, WATSON. I am going to give them to the Sznator
if he will listen and can comprehend and appreciate them.
Does the Senator pretend to say that the defeat of the
Republican Party in 1912 was due to the Payne-Aldrich
Tariff Act?

Mr. HARRISON. I think it had as much to do with it as
any other one factor, or probably more.

Mr. WATSON. Does not the Senator know the candidacy
of Theodore Roosevelt brought about that result? -

Mr. HARRISON. Now the Senator is hunting for another
alibi. . _ -

Mr. WATSON. Does not the Senator from Mississippi:
know that to be the fact?

Mr. HARRISON. I know that contributed somewhat; but
Mr. Roosevelt never would have run for the Presidency had
it not been for Mr. Taft’s reactionary policies, followed and
indorsed by the Senator from Indiana. 1
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"Mr. WATSON. The Senator is entirely mistaken in that
conclusion, because Roosevelt himself was a protectionist.
There was no quarrel between Taft and Roosevelt over the
Payne-Aldrich law, never at any time.

Mr. HARRISON. There was and there are different kinds
of protectionists.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator knows that the one great
hope the Democratic Party had in 1912 was the split caused
by the candidacy of Theodore Roosevelt.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; outside of the present split in the
Republican Party that was the worst split’ the party has
ever had.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. EING. I think my friend from Indiana, whose knowl-
edge of political matters is perhaps not surpassed by that
of any Member of the Senate, has forgotten the fact that
Mr. Roosevelt’s candidacy was in part due to what he be-
lieved to be the reactionary policies pursued by Mr. Taft
and the Republican Party, including the enactment of high
tariff laws. It is true, as the Senator said, Mr. Roosevell
was a protectionist, but he was not an extreme protectionist,
as were Mr. Aldrich and Mr. Payne. He did not support
that brand of protection which found expression in the
Payne-Aldrich law. The support by Mr., Taft of the high
protectionists contributed very much to inducing Mr. Roose-
velt and the progressives in the Republican Party to organ-
ize the Progressive Party and nominate Mr. Roosevelt as a
candidate for President.

Mr. WATSON. I disagree entirely with my distinguished
friend, who is generally accurate and always fair.

Mr. HARRISON, I would like to get the facts, so far as
I am concerned.

Mr. WATSON. Then let me tell the Senator something.
The truth about it is that the thing that did Mr. Taft more
harm than anything else was his attempt to establish
reciprocity with Canada. His endeavors to bring about Ca-
nadian reciprocity drove from him the whole farm vote in
the West. I know that to be the fact.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator knows that after President
Taft signed the Payne-Aldrich bill he was voted down at the
next election, and a great army of those who voted for it in
the House were defeated in the congressional elections fol-
lowing.

Mr. WATSON. That is true; but that particular feature
of it had no more relation to the tariff than it had to the
tide.

Mr. HARRISON. It was almost as great a catastrophe as
that in the last election which fell upon those Senators who
voted for the Smoot-Hawley monstrosity. They are here
no more. The people will not stand for that kind of thing.
They rise up every time the Republicans fry to put on these
excessive duties. The Senator has gotten away from his
own adage of protection. The Senator said something about
the Payne-Aldrich bill saving the situation when it was
passed.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator must know that if the rat‘.es
in the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act were so outrageously high as
he undertakes to make the country believe, it would have
affected the importations, particularly under conditions
existing in the world and in our own country to-day. The
people have not the purchasing power here that they had
when the bill passed, and yet I call attention to the fact
that there are more goods coming into the United States
now under existing conditions, difficulf as they are economi-
cally, than was the case under the former act.

‘Mr. HARRISON. That is the Senator's statement.

Mr. SMOOT. Is not that so?

Mr. HARRISON. I am going to discuss that one phase,
I thought that the Senator was going te say what he
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said over the radio, that the falling off of our trade is due to

the falling off of importations in other countries, but I now
find that what he said is that the importations are not fall-
ing off.

Mr. SMOOT, Oh, no. I have not talked over the radio.

Mr. HARRISON, Let me give some figures.

Mr. SMOOT. I took the figures from the statement of the
Treasury Department issued yesterday.

Mr. HARRISON. I have those figures, too. I do not sup-
pose they give us two different sets of figures. They have
not become as bad as that. If the Senator from Utah will
sit down and let me give him some figures, I believe I can
enlighten him.

The Senator said that when the Payne-Aldrich bill passed
things got better. The facts are that in 1910, when there
was a Republican administration, when the Republicans had
control of the House and Senate, immediately following the
passage 'of the Payne-Aldrich bill our exports were $1,744,-
000,000. In 1911, when the Democrats got control of the
House, they were $2,049,000,000. In 1912 they were $2,204,-
000,000. In 1913, when the Democrats came into power, got
confrol of the Government and passed the Underwood law,
they were $2,465,000,000. Those were the exportations at
that time. They continued to rise until some time during
the war, which I would not take as a fair proposition because
naturally they would rise when we got into the war. They
rose then to over $8,000,000,000. That was under a Demo-
cratic tariff act.

Let us see what happened under the Smoot-Hawley Act.
In 1929, when we were considering the tariff bill, when all
the countries of the world were protesting against the rates
the Senator from Utah wanted to put into it, citing to him
that they would be forced to retaliate, our exports from this
country were $5,128,000,000. In 1930 they had gone from
that figure down to $3,842,000,000. That was the first year
under the operation of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act. That
was $3,842,000,000 or nearly $1,500,000,000 of a falling off in
our exports after the Senator from Utah passed his wonder=
ful tariff act about which he has been talking, the one that
was going to bring prosperity to the country, the one that
was going to revive industry in the country and restore
confidence.

Last year, 1931—oh, I dislike even to quote it because it
portrays the pitiful situation that has been brought about
in our export trade. Here we were with an export trade of
more than $5,000,000,000 before we enacted the Smoot-
Hawley tariff law, and after that was done we decreased
until'last year our exports had dropped to $2,424,000,000.

That is the way the Republican Party has done things,
and yet my friend from Indiana says that the passage of
every Republican tariff measure has helped business. Im-
portations, of course, are falling off considerably; they are
diminishing to such an extent that we had last year a
balance of trade in our favor of only $325,000,000, whereas
in times past the balance of trade in our favor had risen
until it was more than $2,000,000,000. Talk about this law
bringing prosperity! It has done what these distinguished
economists said it would do. They foretold what was going
to happen. Their statement was:

We are convinced that increased protective duties would be a
mistake,

My friends the Senator from Indiana and the Senator
from Utah say it was not a mistake. These economists fur-
ther said:

Few people could hope to gain from such a change. Miners,
construction, transportation and public-utility workers, profes-
sional people and those employed in banks, hotels, newspaper
offices, in the wholesale and retail trades, and scores of other occu-
pations would clearly lose, since they produce no proclucts which
could be protected by tariff barriers.

The vast majority of farmers, also, would lose. Their cotton,
corn, lard, and wheat are export crops and are sold in the world
market. They have no important competition in the home
market. They can not benefit, therefore, from any tarif which
is imposed upon the basic commeodities which they produce. They
would lose through the increased duties on manufactured goods,
however, and in a double fashion. First, as consumers they would
have to pay still higher prices for the products, made of textiles,
chemicals, iron, and steel, which they buy. Second, as producers
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their ability to sell their products would be further restricted by
the barriers placed in the way of foreigners who wished to sell
manufactured goods to us.

Our export trade in general would suffer.

And it has suffered to the extent of nearly $3,000,000,000.

There are few more ironical spectacles than that of the Ameri-
can Government as it seeks on the one hand fo promote exports
through the activity of the Bureau of Forelgn and Domestic Com-
merce while on the other hand by increasing tariffs it makes ex-
portation ever more difficult.

In my opinion the Republican Party has practiced the
worst kind of political hypocrisy upon the American people.
We have recently considered a bill here that carried—I
have forgotten the exact amount—but somewhere around
eight or nine million dollars to be expended in an effort
to increase our foreign trade and commerce. We appropri-
ate money to be spent abroad in the hope of increasing our
foreign trade, and yet we pass a law that builds a tariff
wall so high that nobedy can trade with us. That is why
our foreign trade is disappearing.

These economists further stated:

We do not believe that American manufacturers In general
need higher tariffs.

I will again insert in the Recorp this statement, Mr,
President, so that those who chance to read this debate may
see what the greatest political economists in the country
in 1930 thought of the imposition of these excessive duties.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

The undersigned American eccnomists and teachers of eco-
nomics strongly urge that any measure which provides for a gen-
eral upward revision of tariff rates be denied passage by Congress
or, if passed, be vetoed by the President.

We are convinced that increassd proteciive dutles would be
a mistake. They would operate in general to increase the prices
which domestic consumers would have fo pay. By raising prices
they would encourage concerns with higher costs to undertake
production, thus compelling the consumer to subsidize waste and
inefiiclency in industry. At the same time they would force
him to pay higher rates of profit to established firms which en-
joyed lower production costs. A higher level of protection, such
as is contemplated by both the House and Senate bills, would,
therefore, raise the cost of living and injure the great majority of
our citizens.

Few people could hope to gain from such a change. Miners,
construction, transportation and public-utility workers, profes-
slonal people and those employed in banks, hotels, newspaper
offices, in the wholesale and retall trades, and scores of other
occupations would clearly lose, since they produce no products
which could be protected by tariff barriers.

The vast majority of farmers, also, would lose. Their cotton,
corn, lard, and wheat are export crops and are sold in the world
market. They have no im t competition in the home mar-
ket. They can not benefit, therefore, from any tariff which is im-

upon the basic commodities which they produce. They
would lose through the increased duties on manufactured ,goods,
however, and in a double fashion. First, as consumers they would
have to pay still higher prices for the products made of textiles,
chemicals, iron, and steel which they buy. Second, as producers
their ability to sell thelr products would be further restricted by
the barriers placed in the way of foreigners who wished to sell
manufactured goods to us.

Our export trade in general would suffer. . Countries can not
permanently buy from us unless they are permitted to sell to us,
and the more we restrict the importation of goods from them by
means of ever higher tariffs the more we reduce the possibility of
our exporting to them. This applies to such exporting industries
as copper, automobiles, agricultural machinery, typewriters, and
the lke fully as much as it does to farming. The difficulties of
these industries are likely to be increased still further if we pass
a higher tariff. There are already many evidences that such action
would inevitably provoke other countries to pay us back in kind
by levying retallatory duties against our goods. There are few
more ironical spectacles than that of the American Government
as it seeks, on the one hand, to promote exports through the
activity of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, while,
on the other hand, by increasing tariffs it makes exportation ever
more difficult. President Hoover has well sald, in his message to
Congress on April 16, 1929, “It is obviously unwise protection
which sacrifices a greater amount of employment in exports to
galn a less amount of employment from imports.”

We do not believe that American manufacturers in general need
higher tariffs. This report of the President’s committee on recent
economic changes has shown that industrial efficiency has in-
creased, that costs have fallen, that profits have grown with amaz-
ing rapidity since the end of the war. Already our factories sup-
ply our people with over 96 per cent of the manufactured goods
which they consume, and our producers look to foreign markets to

absorb the increasing output of their machines. FPurther barriers
to trade will serve them not well but il

Many of our citizens have invested their money in foreign enter-
prises. The Department of Commerce has estimated that such in-
vestments, entirely aside from the war debts, amounted to between
#12,555,000,000 and $14,555,000,000 on January 1, 1920. These in-
vestors, too, would suffer if protective duties were to be Increased,
since such action would make it still more difficult for their for-
elgn creditors to pay them the interest due them.

America is now facing the problem of unemployment. Her labor
can find work only if her factories can sell their products. Higher
tariffs would not promote such sales. We can not increase employ-
ment by restricting trade. American industry, in the present crisis,
might well be spared the burden of adjusting itself to new sched-
ules of protective duties.

Finally, we would urge our Government to consider the bitter-
ness which a policy of higher tariffs would inevitably inject into
our international relations. The United States was ably repre-
sented at the World Economic Conference which was held under
the auspices of the League of Nations in 1927. This conference
adopted a resoclution announcing that “the time has come to put
an end to the increase in tariffs and to move in the opposite direc-
tion.” The higher duties proposed in our pending legislation
violate the spirit of this agreement and plainly invite other nations
to compete with us in raising further barriers to trade. A tariff
war does not furnish good soil for the growth of world peace.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, no one can possibly deny
that what those. economists said has come true. We have
seen industries transferred from this counfry to Canada
and other foreign countries; the figures have been cited. A
newspaper in Canada the other day stated that there were
now invested in Canada more than a billion dollars of
American capital in manufacturing industries. We know
that our manufacturers have established plants in Germany;
that they have established them in France, and in many
other countries. When the American people realize that the
Smoot-Hawley law by placing excessive duties upon impor-
tations drove factories out of America into Canada and pre-
vented American manufacturers from carrying on their for-
eign export trade, which they worked for years and years
to build up, thus causing tremendous unemployment in De-
troit and in the other great industrial centers of the land
they will see in that one thing the injurious effect of the
passage of the Smoot-Hawley tariff law.

I do not know whether or not anything can be done by
this Government to keep American capital from going
abroad and erecting factories, giving employment to foreign
peoples, causing unemployment in this country, and creating
a problem that is grave indeed, but if there is anything
from a governmental standpoint that can be done, it ought
to be done. I must say that I have some degree of sym-
pathy with the automobile manufacturers, for instance, as
an illustration, who had built up a great American industry,
which was selling abroad $520,000,000 worth of automobiles
in 1928 and until Congress passed the Smoot-Hawley law.
Of course, we are not selling that amount of automobiles
now, for when we passed that law France retaliated, as
England retaliated, and the other day both France and Eng-
land again retaliated and raised higher and broader their
rates. Canada and practically all the other countries have
retaliated against us. What can those manufacturers do?
They have either got to supply merely the American trade,
operate only a sufficient time to supply the American trade,
or they must go to those foreign countries in which they
have built up a trade if they want to supply it, or else must
close their plants. So I have some sympathy for the Ameri-
can manufacturer who, by the narrow policy of the Republi-
can Party, has been driven out of this country and forced
to go abroad in order to manufacture goods for the foreign
market.

For the first time, Mr. President, I think the business
men of America are waking up; I think the American
laboring man is beginning to realize that the narrow, selfish
policy of exorbitant and excessive protection, destroying
our trade, has driven American capital and American fac-
tories abroad, to the detriment of this country. So they are
changing their views, and they are coming around to be-
lieve in the sound, economic policy of having sane tariff
rates such as will permit international trade and commerce
to flow in the regular channels, which will protect the
American consumer and at the same time preserve Ameri-
can industries which are properly located and efficiently
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managed. That sentiment is one of the signs of the times,
in my opinion, and it will be manifest in the approaching
election, which will afford the first chance the American
voters have had to express themselves in regard to the man
who signed the Smoot-Hawley tariff law, the man who sat
in the White House while the Republican majority, with
its groups and schemes working, were bringing in Members
to vote for what they proposed by offering them this or
offering them that. I believe the American people are
going to condemn him br the biggest vote that has ever
been cast against a candidate.

I am not going to ask my friend from Indiana whether
he agrees with me in that statement, because I do not want
to pry into his conscience that far, but nearly everybody
believes that to be so. No party can adopt such unwise
policies as those embodied in the last tariff act without cre-
ating an abnormal condition and without being repudiated
at the hands of the American people.

Mr. President, I think that is all I want to say for the
time being. As the bill proceeds we shall explain any
amendments that may be suggested. I hope that the bill
will pass,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a few moments ago the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana [Mr., Warson] stated that I
was usually accurate and always fair, but in the statement
that I made concerning the Payne-Aldrich law, Mr. Roose-
velt, and the Progressive Party I was inaccurate. The state-
ment I made that the Senator thought was inaccurate was
that one of the contributing causes to the formation of the
Progressive Party was the Payne-Aldrich high tariff bill,
which was opposed by Mr. Roosevelt. I respectfully assert
that I was accurate; and in support of my position I shall
read from the national platform of the Progressive Party,
adopted at Chicago, Ill., August 7, 1912. It was understood
at the time that Mr. Roosevelt wrote the platform; it was
his political creed; he not only organized the Bull Moose or
Progressive Party but was its leader and articulate voice.

Here is what he wrote into the platform:

We condemn the Payne-Aldrich bill as unjust to the people.

That is the position that I took, namely, that Mr. Roose-
velt condemned the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill, the enact-
ment of which, with the support given it by Mr. Taft, was
one of the causes of the breach between the fwo distin-
guished Republicans.

The Republican organization is in the hands of those who have
broken faith and can not again be trusted to keep the promise
of necessary downward revision—

Before the discussion concerning the pending measure
is concluded, if opportunity is afforded, I shall put into
the Recorp statements made by Mr. Roosevelt during the
campaign when he was bitterly opposing the Republican
Party and Mr. Taft, its candidate for the Presidency, in
which he condemned both Mr. Taft and the Republican
Party and charged that pledges for revision of the tariff
had been broken and that the Republican Party was no
longer worthy of the confidence and support of the people.
Mr. Roosevelt, because of his dynamic force and his attacks
upon predatory interests and the privileged classes, as well
as because of his support of a number of progressive pol-
icies, won a high place in the esteem of the American
people. Though he believed in a protective tariff he was
not a high protectionist; and when his successor, Mr. Taft,
was elected upon what Mr. Roosevel believed to be a plat-
form calling for a revision of the tariff and a reduction
downward and a readjustment of tariff rates in the in-
terests of the masses of the .people, he was not only dis-
satisfied but thoroughly aroused against what he believed
to be a surrender by his party to selfish interests and to
what he regarded as predatory interests. Mr. Roosevelt
and his followers made no secret of their opposition to
Mr, Taft and to the Republican Party, and one of their in-
dictments against the latter was its enactment of the
Payne-Aldrich tariff law. In the Progressive platform
there was, however, a criticism of the Democratic Party.
While Mr, Roosevelt struck the Republican Party with one
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hand he was not sparing of the party of which I am a
humble member.

The Progressive platform also contains the following
language:

It is Imperative to the welfare of our people that we enlarge
and extend our foreign commerce. We are preeminently fitted,
because as a people we have developed high skill in the art of
manufacturing, our business men are strong executives and
strong organizers, and in every way possible our Federal Gov
ment should cooperate in this important matter.

Mr. Roosevelt did not believe in national isolation: he
favored foreign trade in commerce and sought foreign
markets for American products. Our Republican friends
by their high-tariff measures are interrupting the stream
of trade and commerce which should flow around the world
for the benefit of the United States and the advantage of
all peoples. They are committed to policies that will close
the ports of the world to our products and drive our filag
from the seas. In erecting tariff barriers they are closing
American mills and factories and forcing millions of Amer-
ican workmen from profitable employment. A self-contained
and isolated country in this enlightened age would be an
anachronism; it would be a stagnant and unprogressive
country. Unfortunately, under the policies of the party in
power our foreign and domestic trade is languishing and
our country is plunged into the valley of profound de-
pression.

Returning to the platform written by Mr. Roosevelf, it
appealed to millions of our citizens, and he won an over-
whelming victory over Mr. Taft and the Republican Party.
Mr. Taft carried, as my colleague said, but fwo States—
Utah and Vermont.

We demand tariff revision.

That was one of the demands of the Progressive Party,
and they made it an important issue in the campaign. Mr,
Roosevelt and his party were not upholding the Payne-
Aldrich tfariff bill; they denounced it and demanded a re-
vision downward, declaring that it was an unjust measure
and injurious to the people of the United States. Another
platform declaration was: '

We pledge ourselves to the establishment of a nonpartisan,
scientific tariff commission, reporting both to the President and
to either branch of Congress, which shall report, first, as to the
costs of production, efiiciency of labor and capitalization, indus-
trial organization and efficlency, and the general competitive
position in this country and abroad of industries seeking protec-
tion from Congress.

There is no demand here, Mr. President, that the Tariff
Commission should have authority to fix tariff rates or that
neither the President of the United States nor a fariff com-
mission law should have the power to fix rates and usurp
functions which belong exclusively to the legislative depart-
ment of our Government.

There are some further general statements, Mr. President,
in this platform bearing upon the question of tariff revision,
but I shall not take the time of the Senate now to read
them. It is obvious, however——

Mr. GORE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. KING. I will yield when I complete the sentence.
It is obvious, however, that Mr. Roosevelt condemned the
Payne-Aldrich tariff bill and regarded its enactment as a
breach of faith and a betrayal by his party of the American
people. I now yield to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. GORE. I think the Senator from Utah overlooks the
fact that Theodore Roosevelt had to avail himself of the
means at hand. He could not avail himself of the irre-
sistible charm and enchantment of Rudy Vallee’s crooning.
[Laughter.]

Mr. KING. I understand that Mr. Vallee has been prom-
ised a medal if he will write and croon a song that will
cause the people to forget the darkness and depression.

Mr. President, I rose merely to make a brief reference to
the statement made by my distinguished friend from In-
diana [Mr. Warson]. I shall put into the Recorp later some
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statements made by Mr. Roosevelt in which he condemned
the Payne-Aldrich tariff law and the Republican Party for
enacting it. :

Mr. WATSON. I suggest the absence of a quorum. *

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Ashurst Costigan Jones Robinson, Ind.
Austin Couzens Kean Bchall

Balley Dale Kendrick Sheppard
Bankhead Davis Eeyes Bhipstead
Barbour Dickinson King Bmith
Barkley Dill Logan Smoot
Bingham Fess McGill Steiwer

Black Fietcher McEellar Thomas, Idaho
Blaine Frazier McNary Thomas, Okla.
Borah George Metcalf Townsend
Bratton Glass Morrison Trammell
Brockhart Glenn Moses Tydings
Broussard Goldsborough Neely Vandenberg
Bulkley Gore Norbeck Wagner
Bulow Harrison Norrls Walcott
Byrnes Hatfleld Nye Walsh, Mass.
Capper Hayden Oddie Walsh, Mont.
Caraway Hebert Patterson Waterman
Carey Howell Pittman Watson
Coolidge Hull Reed White 1
Copeland Johnson Robinson, Ark.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-three Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. KING, Mr. President, a moment ago I read from the
Progressive platform which was prepared by Theodo;'e
Roosevelt when he was a candidate for the Presidency, in
which he specifically condemned the Payne-Aldrich law and
charged his own party with having broken faith with the
people, and that that tariff was unjust to the American
people,

I have before me a speech made by Mr. Roosevelt, copy
of which will be found in Senate Documents, volume 40,
and I read just a few lines from that speech:

I belleve in a protective tariff, but I believe in it as a principle,
approached from the standpoint of the interests of the whole

ple and not as a bundle of preferences to be given to favored
individuals. In my opinion, the American pecple favor the prin-
ciple of a protective tariff, but they desire such a tariff to be
-established primarily in the interests of the wageworker and the
consumer. The chief copposition to our tariff at the present
moment—

That was at a time when the Payne-Aldrich law was upon
the statute books—
comes from the general conviction that certain interests have
been Iimproperly favored by overprotection. I agree with this
view.

The commercial and industrial experience of this country has
demonstrated the wisdom of the protective policy, but it has also

demonstrated that in the application of that policy certain clearly
recognized abuses have developed.

The Progressive platform from which I read a few mo-
ments ago and this address conclusively prove that Mr.
Roosevelt was dissatisfied with the Payne-Aldrich tariff law
and that he believed it had resulted in abuses injurious to
the American people.

I have called attention to Mr, Roosevelt’s platform and
statement only because of the statement made by the Sena-
tor from Indiana.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I was a little surprised at
many of the statements made by the senior Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. HarrisoN]. I have never seen any real good
come from a discussion when only part of the truth is told.
Therefore, I shall at this time undertake to present to the
Senate at least the objections I plainly see to the bill which
is under consideration.

A great deal of the time of the Senator from Mississippi
was taken up in talking about the decline in exportations.
Anyone who has an ounce of sense knows the reason for that
decline. The purchasing power of the world has been de-
creased until it is absolutely impossible for people in foreign
markets to buy American goods or any other goods to speak
of, outside of the absolute necessities of life.

If one will take into consideration the volume of business
of every country in the world and compare it with the busi-
ness of the world for 4 years, or 3’ years, or even 2 years,
he will find the whole question of our exportations answered.
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During the war and immediately following the war and
the years after, there was only one place capable of furnish-
ing the world with the goods necessary; there was only one
place where money could be borrowed for the purchase of
those goods, and that was the United States.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
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Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. BROOKHART. Ihave an article by the Senator from
Utah on the question of American capital leaving the United
States and going into other countries and forming an
oligarchy to break down the tariff system, labor, wages, and
everything else, Is the Senator still of the opinion he ex-
pressed in that article?

Mr, SMOOT. I am of the same opinion I expressed rela-
tive to the tariff question at anytime.

Take the question of importations into the country, re-
ferred to by the Senator from Mississippi. He intimated
that our tariff was the reason why we did not trade with
foreign countries. I want to say now that foreign countries
never purchased any goods from the United States at any
time, under any tariff, unless they could purchase them in
America cheaper than in any other part of the world.

Under the presenf tariff law, which the Senator has so
condemned, what do we find? Even under conditions exist-
ing in the world to-day, with every nation in the world in
such a frightful financial condifion, not only the peoples,
but the countries themselves, when they can nct buy as
they have in the past, we purchased in those countries more
pounds, more yards, even under the conditions existing in
the world to-day, under the present tariff law, which was
supposed at least to protect the workingmen and the manu-
facturers of this country, than the year preceding.

Up to yesterday there had been collected for goods coming
into this country—and I am not referring to the free list,
either, which has increased in quantity, but to goods which
fall within the present fariff law, the rates of which have
been so condemned—during the fiscal year 1932, up to
March 21, 1932, we collected $263,564,969.57. During the
same period of last year we collected $280,016,625.34, the
latter amount based upon goods at a much higher unit.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator give us
the figures for 1928 and 1929? i

Mr. SMOOT. As to the importations?

Mr. HARRISON. The collections at our customhouses.

Mr, SMOOT. I have not the figures here, but I want to
say, without a moment’s hesitation——

Mr. HARRISON. It was four or five hundred million
dollars, was it not?

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator that it is
marvelous, it seems to me, that under the conditions exist-
ing to-day we could bring in, with our mills closed and our
factories closed, more in volume than was imported into
the United States a year ago. If there ever was a time in
all the history of the world when a protective tariff was
needed, America to-day needs a protective tariff more than
she ever needed it before.

The bill under consideration (H. R. 6662) is designed to
amend the flexible provision of the tariff act of 1930, to
creale a consumers’ counsel attached to the United States
Tariff Commission, and to instruct the President to call an
international economic conference. This measure comes to
the Senate with an adverse report from the Committee on
Finance.

Before analyzing this bill T want to say, Mr. President,
that there has never been a time in the history of the
United States when tariff protection was more essential to
the welfare of the American people than at present. Prices
have declined throughout the world, but to a far greater ex-
tent in other countries than in the United States. Nearly a
score of commercial nations, including Great Britain and
Japan, have suspended the gold standard. Manufacturers
in these countries are producing goods and paying for them
with depreciated currency. At the same time they are
shipping as much as possible of their produce abroad to
the United States and other countries that remain on the
gold standard, thus reaping extra profits because of the




6772

difference in the value of the money they pay and the
money they receive. In this crisis it is imperative that the
American protective policy be maintained, and, if necessary,
fortified.

For two years we have been in the grip of a world-wide
depression that has curtailed the markets for our factories
and farms, and left us with the responsibility for caring
for several millions of unemployed. In spite of this fact,
the volume of our imports from foreign countries con-
tinues to be large, Last year, according to the Federal
Reserve Board’s index of industrial production, the output
of industry within the United States declined 16 per cent.
But what of our import trade? Our purchases from other
countries fell off only 10 per cent. These figures are not
based upon the foundation of value but upon the actual
guantity of foreign goods that were shipped into our ports
to displace our home-made and home-grown commodities.

Only to-day, Mr. President, there appeared before the
Commitfee on Finance Mr. Flynn, representing the labor
organizations of this country, and Mr. Gray, representing
the farmers and agriculturists of the country, asking that
something be done over and above the rates in the present
law in order to give employment to the laboring man, and
in order to protect agriculture from foreign products which
come in direct competition with the farmers of the United
States.

In this time of distress and unemployment, why should we
give importers a 6 per cent margin over our domestic
producers? I repeat, Mr. President, there has never been a
time in the history of the United States when tariff protec-
tion was so vital to our farmers, our workingmen, and our
manufacturers as it is to-day. The world is still suffering
from its orgy of overproduction and its panic of under-
consumption.

We are all guilty of it.. I am just as guilty as any man in
the United States. I have not purchased what in ordinary
times I would purchase; and, as I come in contact with
men all over the United States, I find the same as to them.

To weaken our tariff structure at this time would be to
invite all nations to use America as a dumping ground for
their surplus products. Yet the chief purpose of the bill
which the Senate must consider is to destroy the fiexible
provision of the existing act under which tariff rates may be
adjusted to current conditions.

The bill which comes to us from the House of Representa-
tives contains a very novel arrangement which would virtu-
ally transfer the rate-making power of Congress to the
Tariff Commission. It provides that the commission shall
investigate the difference in the cost of production of any
domestic article and of any similar foreign article on request
of the President or any interested party. On completing the
investigation the commission would report to Congress its
findings and its order with respect to such increases or
decreases in the duty upon the foreign articles as the
commission finds to be necessary in order to equalize such
differences in the cost of production.

Under the present law the Tariff Commission is authorized
to order higher or lower duties, with the approval of the
President, only upon those commodities on the dutiable list,
and the change may not exceed 50 per cent in either direc-
tion. These restrictions would be removed by the Collier
bill. It provides that— :

Any such increased or decreased duty may include the transfer

of the article from the dutiable list to the free list or from the
free list to the dutiable list.

And there is no restriction as to hbw great the change
might be.
Furthermore, the Collier bill provides that—

Sixty days after the date of the report to Congress of such order
by said commission, such changes in classification shall take effect,
and such Increased or decreased dutles shall be levied, collected,
and paid on such articles when imported from any foreign country
into the United States or into any of its possessions.

This order by the commission would be final unless Con-
gress, within the 60-day period, should reverse it. The com-
mission would have authority to order new tariffs, even on

products that have never been dutiable, and those imposts
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could become law without either the Senate or the House of
Representatives having an opportunity to pass upon them.
Even if this bill were so construed that reports could be made
and new rates ordered only while Congress should be in
session, the commission might submit its orders so near to
the end of a session that it would be impossible for Congress
to act upon them.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DaiE in the chair)
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from
Mississippi?

Mr. SMOOT. 1 yield.

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, the Senate substitute has
eliminated the 60-day provision.

Mr. SMOOT. I understand that; but the bill will go to
conference if it ever passes, and I am calling attention first
to what the House bill provides, and then I shall later call
attention to what the amendments provide. But the bill
will be in conference, if it passes the Senate, as I have no
idea that it will.

I submit, Mr. President, that this provision is obviously
unconstitutional. The Supreme Court has held time and
time again that Congress may not delegate its legislative
powers. The fundamental law is made clear in Hampton v.
the United States (276 U. S. Repts. 394), the case in which
the court held the flexible arrangement of the 1922 tariff act
to be constitutional. The court says:

The Congress may not delegate its purely legislative power to a
commission, but having lald down the general rules of action
under which a commission shall proceed, it may require of that
commission the application of such rules to particular situations
and the investigation of facts, with a view to making orders in
a particular matter within the rules laid down by Congress.

Under this interpretation of the fundamental law Con-
gress could not authorize the Tariff Commission to levy im-
posts on commodities that are not now dutiable without
laying down a tariff formula broad enocugh to cover every
item that is ever imported into the United States. There
is nothing in the tariff law and nothing in this bill which
establishes the policy of putting a duty on every single com-
modity that costs more to produce in the United States than
in foreign competing countries. I think that I am safe in
concluding, Mr. President, that no such drastic measure will
be sponsored by the Democratic Members of this body to give
the bill we have before us a semblance of constitutionality.
I do not intend, therefore, to take the time of the Senate in
further discussing this measure, which is repugnant to the
fundamental law of the United States and contrary to any
sound or reasonable principle for administrative adjustment
of tariff rates.

The Senator from Mississippi has proposed a substitute
bill, and it is this measure which I especially wish to call
to the attention of the Senate. Instead of allowing the
Tariff Commission to wield the taxing power the Senator
from Mississippi would destroy the flexible provision so that
no tariff changes might be made without running the gamut
of political debate, amendment, and obstruction in Con-
gress. Instead of allowing the President to carry out the
purely administrative function of proclaiming the rates
found necessary to equalize productive costs, the Harrison
substitute bill would require him to transmit the Tariff
Commission’s reports to Congress, together with his recom-
mendations.

This provision would destroy the usefulness of the Tariff
Commission and leave the consuming public without any
means of emergency relief from possibly excessive duties,
on one hand, and the producing public without any remedy
against ruinous foreign competition, on the other.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
guestion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. For 140 years, up to 1922, what other
resource did the Amerjcan people have so far as tariff
revision was concerned?

Mr. SMOOT. None whatever,




1932

Mr. HARRISON. Iif is the same as we would have if my
substitvte should be adopted?

Mr. SMOOT. With the single exception of the amend-
ment offered in the substitute which the Senator has pre-
sented, which I do not think limits them at all but perhaps
extends them.

Mr. HARRISON. Prior to 1922, before the flexible provi-
sion was written into the law, did the Senator ever sug-
gest or have any idea that the Congress ought to be divorced
of such power as they had exercised throughout the history
of the country, and that it be given over to a tariff com-
mission?

Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator was a member of the
Finance Committee at the time the bill was considered and
no doubt the Senator remembers my position in relation to it.

Mr. HARRISON. I know; but before 1922 did the Senator
ever suggest or did anybody else ever suggest that we ought
to take away from the Congress the power to levy duties and
vest it in some commission?

Mr. SMOOT. No. The Senator is correct in that state-
ment. I agree with that absolutely. But conditions arose
and it was thought the commission ought to have some such
power granted, because Congress is not in session for months
at a time. These questions arise particularly after the pas-
sage of a tariff bill, and I think perhaps a majority of the
people of the United States became convinced that there
ought to be some provision to take care of conditions that
might arise at such times.

During short-session years Congress is in adjournment
for 9 months out of the 12. Even in long-term years
Congress is in session only about six or seven months. In
other words, the so-called flexible provision, which the Sen-
ator from Mississippi has devised, would be wholly inoper-
ative about 60 per cent of the time.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
vield further to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator makes that statement in
a very broad way. Is it not a fact that it expressly states
that when a measure based on the report of the commis-
sion comes before the Senate amendments shall not be
permitted except they are germane to the particular sub-
ject matter upon which the Tariff Commission reports?

Mr. SMOOT. It may be; but fhere may be 20 cases
arise during the recess of the Congress, and they would all
be held up.

. Mr. HARRISON. But it would not cause a general revi-
gion of the tariff act when the Tariff Commission reported
upon a particular product. Whatever amendments are
offered must be germane to that particular subject matter.

Mr. SMOOT. For instance, if we had before us at this
moment & proposition to place a tariff of 4 cents a pound
on copper, there is no chance of granting that without giv-
ing a compensatory duty upon the articles into the manu-
facture of which copper enters.

Mr. HARRISON. I agree with the Senator. Where it is
a constituent part of the finished product it would be neces-
sary to consider the other elements; but when the question
of a tariff on copper came before the Senate, we could not
consider silver and we could not consider a lot of other
items that I might enumerate.

Mr. SMOOT. I am aware of that, but everything we
consider would involve a rate of duty. I do not think there
will be anything upon the free list in that event. Every-
thing on the free list would be brought into discussion, and
if the articles on the free list enter into a manufactured
product, then perhaps hundreds of articles that are covered
in the tariff bill would have to be considered.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AustIiN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Ohia?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. \

- Mr, FESS. I can see additional confusion in the question

of germaneness, because that is always to be determined by
the Senate under the rule of the Senate. If we were inter-
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ested in several items, Senators might put their heads fo-
gether and  include all those items, and we would have a
regular tariff revision before us.

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; we would have the tariff question
before the Senate all the time.

Mr. HARRISON. I think the Senator from Ohio is in
error. Does not the question of germaneness, when it is sub-
mitted to the Senate, pertain only to appropriation bills?

Mr. SMOOT. It need not, so far as that is concerned.

Mr. HARRISON. I think if the Senator will investigate,
he will find that is true.

Mr. SMOOT. Ordinarily speaking, that would be true. It
would have to be germane; but in a tariff bill so many ques-
tions of germaneness are involved, so many articles are in-
volved. We could not touch one but what we would affect
some other, and perhaps 50 or 60 would be involved in that
way.

Mr. HARRISON. But the Senator must admit that those
who drafted this legislation were attempting to restrict the
consideration of matters relating to the tariff when we in-
cluded the question of germaneness.

Mr. SMOOT. The substitute offered by the Senator from
Mississippi does not do that.

Mr. HARRISON. It says no amendment shall be offered
unless it is germane to the subject.

Mr. SMOOT. That is all it does say. It does not and can
not go into the question of how far the germaneness may
apply or not apply.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator would not have us write
into the bill that if the Tariff Commission, for instance, re-
ported a certain difference in cost of a particular article,
that would open up the whole tariff question?

Mr, SMOOT. I hope not. I do not know what the House
would do.

Mr. HARRISON. : We have tried to restrict the matter as
far as we could.

- Mr. SMOOT. I admitted that, but I do not know what
position the House would take, and I do not know what po-
sition the Senate would take.

Mr. HARRISON. That same provision is in the House
text, too.

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, it is, but I am referring to the
construction to be put upon it. There may be a wide dif-
ference of opinion as to whether it is germane or not.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield further to the Senafor from Ohio?

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. FESS. The Senator from Mississippi is correct with
reference to the rule I mentioned, that the germaneness to
be settled by vote of the Senate is in relation to an appro-
priation bill. But the Senator will admit that if I should
offer an amendment and the Chair would sustain a point of
order made against it, I could immediately appeal from the
decision of the Chair, bring about a vote of the Senate at
once, and if we had a sufficient number of votes, we could
combine and have a general tariff bill up for consideration.

Mr. HARRISON. May I, in that connection, say to the
Senator from Ohio that what we are trying to do is to pre-
vent logrolling. That is why we tried to restrict consider-
ation to such amendments as might be germane to the sub-
ject matter. If we can go further than that, I would be
glad to do so.

Mr. SMOOT. I agree with the Senator from Mississippi,
but I say that if a majority of this body or a majority of
the House, no mafier whether the amendment was germane
or not, should vote one way or the other, it might and prob-
ably would open up the entire tariff question. I know what
the Senator is trying fo do, and I agree with him absolutely
in his desire. If we could provide for it in stronger words,
I would like to see the words used, but I can not think of
any, and I am quite sure the Senator from Mississippi can
not, or else he would have included them. His views and
mine on that subject are exactly alike,

I am simply calling attention to what may happen and
what is very likely to happen; and if it should happen, we




6774

would have one continual tariff discussion in nearly every
session of Congress. I have only fo refer to my files since
the last session of Congress to realize the great number of
applications and petitions signed by hundreds and hun-
dreds of people which have come in from every section of
the country begging for increases in tariff rates under the
existing law.

Mr. President, while Congress is in session this arrange-
ment would hold out hope of relief to industries suffering
from tariff maladjustments, but without much possibility of
obtaining it. Every recommendation of the Tariff Commis-
sion would be pitched into the caldron of politics. No bill
increasing or lowering the rates prescribed by the commis-
sion could be considered without a flood of amendments
being unloosed, so as to reopen the whole tariff question.
Congress can not deal with isolated items of duty; it never
has and, in my opinion, never will. When this body acts
it must consider the whole field of duties and balance one
against another. When a tariff is levied on hides, for exam-
ple, the rates on shoes, gloves, hand bags, and a thousand
other items demand attention.

This weak point in the bill is recognized by ifs authors,
and a feeble attempt is made to correct it. The measure
provides that any bill designed to carry out the recommen-
dations of the Tariff Commission shall not include any item
not included in the commission’s report, and that no amend-
ments shall be considered unless they are germane to the
items in the report. Every Member of this body realizes that
one session of Congress can not bind another to honor such
a rule in considering tariff bills. It never has and never will.

Furthermore, the Senate might vote at any time to declare
an amendment germane to the report, even though it had
no direct relation to the commodity investigated. In this
way the whole tariff schedules might be opened up every
time an important recommendation from the Tariff Com-
mission came under consideration. The tariff controversy
would be eternally before Congress.

I wish to point out, Mr. President, two serious results that
would inevitably follow from the policy that is here proposed.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator object to my
asking a question, if he is about to take up another matter?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I am discussing the same question.

Mr. BORAH, Very well.

Mr. SMOOT. In the first place, each report from the
Tariff Commission would arouse partisan support and par-
tisan opposition, with the result that relief under the flexible
provision would certainly be delayed and probably be denied.
Congress has clearly defined its policy with regard to equal-
izing the costs of production as between domestic articles
and similar foreign products on the dutiable list. Why
should we engage in a new controversy every time that
policy is applied to new conditions of competition? If we
should approve this measure, we would place ourselves in
the position of inviting citizens to seek relief from obsoles-
cent rates, and then denying them the relief after they had
proved their case.

In the second place, we must consider the effects of such
. a measure upon business. It is not necessary for me to
remind the Senate that uncertainty as to tariffs acts as an
impediment to business. Industry can not proceed at a nor-
mal pace so long as there is danger of the whole tariff ques-
tion being opened at any time when Congress is in session.
The existing machinery for flexible tariff adjustments is
encouraging to American industry and commerce because
abnormal duties can be ironed out on the cost equalization
basis. But the probability of a widespread political revision
of duties at any time would constitute a formidable menace
to business stability.

There is not the slightest excuse for changing the present
arrangement for adjusting tariff rates that do not stand the
test of the cost-equalization formula. The Tariff Commis-
sion is functioning with dispatch and efficiency. Since its
reorganization about a year ago the commission has handled
138 projects, involving 246 commodities or commodity
groups. Think of it, Mr. President! The commission has

handled cases involving 246 commodities since the present
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‘tariff bill was enacted, whereas during the preceding years,

from 1922 up fo that time, I think there were fewer than 30.:
Under the flexible provision the commission completed 39
reports on 72 separate commodities. Twelve rates were in-
creased and 17 were decreased. The commission found,

after extensive investigation, that the cost of production for
39 different foreign and domestic commodities was already
equalized by the 1930 tariff law. Of course, no action was
taken in those cases.

I want to call the attention of the Senate to the fact that
the aggregate value of the imports considered in these re-:
ports by the commission to the President last year amounts
to about 14 per cent of our total dutiable imports,

That is, of the total dutiable imports for one year, the
commission has acted upon items that amount to about 14
per cent of our total dutiable imports. The rates were in-
creased on imports valued at only $17,000,000. Imports on
which lower duties were specified were valued at $44,000,000,
and the imports that were investigated without alteration of
the tariff rates were valued at $137,000,000. That is the
result of the operation of the flexible provision of this
“horrible ” tariff law. These figures not only indicate the
dispatch with which the commission is doing its work, but
they suggest the vital need for maintenance of a flexible-
tariff arrangement that will afford relief to American pro-
ducers and consumers without delay.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President—— |

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr, SMOOT. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator gave figures showing the
aggregate imports of the products of particular industries
in cases where decreases had been recommended by the
Tariff Commission?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; lower duties.

Mr. HARRISON. And he showed the value of imports of
products of industries in cases where increases had been
made. That is right, I believe?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I stated that rates were increased on
imports valued at nearly $17,000,000, and lower duties had
been specified on imports valued at $44,000,000.

Mr. HARRISON. There was a decrease recommended by
the Tariff Commission on some high-priced shoes and an
increased tariff rate on some low-priced shoes. It was a
kind of combination rate. Did the Senafor in arriving at
his figures take into consideration the whole boot and shoe
industry?

Mr. SMOOT. I took into consideration the whole in-
dustry covered by the tariff act.

Mr. HARRISON. In other words, because on one char-
acter of shoe manufactured in Massachusetts the Tariff
Commission recommended a slight reduction, the Senator
takes the whole boot and shoe industry, whose products in
the United States are valued at so much, and says that that
industry was affected by virtue of that decrease?

Mr. SMOOT. No; this is what the Senator from Utah
said: That the rates were increased on imports valued at
nearly $17,000,000, and imports on which lower duties were
specified were valued at $44,000,000. There may be an in-
crease in one and a decrease in the other, but I compute the
entire decrease and the entire increase as a whole, without
going into specifications.

Mr. HARRISON. The figures are so startling to me that
I wanted fo get an analysis of them,

Mr. SMOOT, That is the way the figures have been
prepared.

Mr. HARRISON. Then I understand that, in the case of
the boot and shoe industry, the Senator has made the com-
putation on both sides?

Mr. SMOOT. If there was an increase, I put it as an
increase; and if there was a decrease, I put it as a decrease,

Mr. HARRISON. On boots and shoes?

Mr. SMOOT. That is exactly the way it was done. In
the boot and shoe industry on certain ladies’ shoes coming
from Czechoslovakia there was an increase.

Mr, HARRISON. That is a small industry,
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Mr. SMOOT. And that increase is computed in these fig-
ures. I have taken all the industries covered by the items,
and where there was a decrease I have included the amount
specified as a decrease.

Mr. HARRISON. Were those figures furnished the Sena-
tor by the Tariff Commission?

Mr. SMOOT. They were furnished me by the Tariff
Commission.

Mr. President, it is remarkable that out of 165 reports from
this bipartisan commission 147 have been unanimous. That
record speaks well for the commission and for the law under
which it operates. The flexible provision is operating better
than it has ever done before. The people have confidence
in the present method of adjusting rates, and they have
learned to make use of the present machinery. Congress
ought not to destroy this formula for adjusting customs
duties at a time when it has reached its maximum of efii-
ciency. Conditions throughout the world are changing every
day. Unstable currencies and abnormal competition because
of world-wide overproduction render imperative the mainte-
nance of a workable and efficient flexible tariff provision,

I wish now to invite the attention of the Senate to para-
graph C of section 1 in the Harrison substitute bill. In that
paragraph will be found set forth in meticulous detail a
formula by which the Tariff Commission would be asked to
ascertain the difference in the cost of production of Ameri-
can and similar foreign articles. I do not intend to discuss
this provision in detail. It is sufficient to say that its pur-
pose is to restrict the latitude of the commission and to aug-
ment the red tape involved in finding production costs.

No narrow formula can be laid down by which the com-
mission may find the cost of production of 25,000 different
articles in many different countries. The present law in-
structs the commission to consider costs of production, sup-
plemented, if necessary, by invoice or wholesale selling prices
for a representative period, as well as transportation costs
and “ other relevant factors that constitute an advantage or
disadvantage in competition.”

Congress has tried particularly to make certain that in-
structions to the Tariff Commission were given in words
that could not be misunderstood. I think, Mr. President,
that is one of the reasons why the Tariff Commission has
made such strides since the last tariff act became a law.

The commission is given a relatively wide range of alterna-
tives so that its investigation may not be frustrated by lack
of definite information from any one source. It may take
cognizance of all the evidence, weigh it according to its
merit, and formulate its decision accordingly.

This formula has proved to be practicable and fair to all
parties concerned. Congress could have no purpose in de-
stroying it to substitute a new and unfried set of instruc-
tions which seek to restrict the commission in its work., If
the flexible provision is to remain a useful instrument for
adjustment of any of thousands of items that are con-
tained in the tariff act, it must allow the commission to use
accurate and pertinent data from all available sources.

Section 3 of the substitute measure, proposed by the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, is one of the most novel morsels of
legislation that have ever come before this body for consid-
eration. It provides that there shall be “an office in the
legislative branch of the Government to be known as the
office of the consumers’ counsel of the United States Tariff
Commission.” No person wotld be eligible for this strange
position if at any time he has ever acted in tariff matters
before Congress or the Tariffi Commission, either in his own
behalf, as an attorney or a legislative agent. In short, the
consumers’ counsel would have to be some one who knows
nothing about the tariff, for which accomplishment he would
be allowed a salary of $10,000 per year.

Now, what would be the duties of this anomalous coun-
sel? He would be instructed “to appear in the interest
of and represent the consuming public in any proceeding
before the commission.” He would have power to cross-
examine witnesses, to order investigations by the commission
and to obtain information relative to any tariff matters.
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For that purpose he would be allowed a staff of assistants
and clerks, so that in due time another costly bureau would
be set up for the edification of taxpayers.

Creation of a consumers’ counsel, under the terms of this
bill, would bring the red tape in adjustment of fariff rates
to the nth degree of absurdity, The counsel, who must be
a greenhorn in tariff matters, would advise and direct the
Tariff Commission in the name of an unknown body of
Americans theoretically known as consumers. The com-
mission would make its investigations and submit reports
to Congress and the President. The President would sub-
mit his recommendations to Congress. Each House of Con-
gress would submit the matter to its respective committees
for further investigation and advice; and when the matter
returned for action, it would probably be defeated by the
demands of a few dozen Members of Congress seeking
higher duties for products of their hcme States. Such
would be the crowning achievements of the measure we
have before us. The consumers’ counsel is but another
link in the chain of red tape that is designed to destroy
the flexible provision.

The Finance Committee tried in vain, Mr. President, fo
discover whom the consumers’ counsel is intended to repre-
sent. Every man, woman, and child in the whole country
is a consumer. Our greatest consumers are our greatest in-
dustries, which spend billions of dollars for raw products.
The farmer is a consumer of machinery, automobiles, build-
ing material, and what not. Yet the farmer is entitled to
protection on his produce. Our laboring men are a great
body of consumers; yet they are wholly dependent upon
the prosperity of American industry for their livelihood.
Presumably this counsel would be called upon to represent
a class that does not exist, unless it might be the idle rich.

Let us not deceive ourselves. The only purpose such
an official could serve would be to fight eternally against
the protective system. In reality, this proposed officer
should be named the importers’ counsel. Invariably he
would be found fighting the battle of importers against
American producers, on the theory that there is within
the United States a body of consumers whose interests are
detached from the prosperity of American industry, agri-
culture, and labor. But there is no such body. America's
producers and America’s consumers are the same identical
group. Only the importers who wish to encroach upon
our domestic industries would reap any benefit from this
new bureau that the American taxpayers are asked to
support.

Congress has laid down a formula upon which investiga-
tions shall be made, facts ascertained, and rates changed, if
necessary to equalize the cost of production. Now it is pro-
posed to hire a counsel to divert the commission from that
factual basis of inquiry by the interjection of views attrib-
uted to that unknown body referred to as consumers. This
counsel would be nothing more than a leech upon the com-
mission. How could we ask the people to support with their
taxes an officer whose sole purpose would be to work against
the welfare of labor, agriculture, and industry, by which our
economic system is sustained?

Apparently, the author of this measure is not willing to
trust the Tariff Commission and the President of the United
States to. make simple administrative adjustments in the
duty schedules. But is he also unwilling to trust the welfare
of the mythical consuming public to Congress? Inasmuch as
he would have all reports come to Congress for final action,
does he contend that it is necessary to set up a subsidized
propagandist fo tell Congress what its duty is te the con-
suming public?

This is no time to set up useless appendages to any
department of the Government. It is not necessary to urge
upon the Senate the need for economy when our national
debt is increasing at the rate of $2,000,000,000 per year.
Instead of encumbering the Government with another func-
tionless and obstructive body, we ought to trim away the
dead timber that already hinders efficient service in many
of the departments.
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield to the Senator.

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that the Senator’s main
objection fo the consumers’ counsel is that he would be
eternally fighting against the protective system. Did I
misunderstand him?

Mr. SMOOT. I think that would be the case. '

Mr. GEORGE. He would be a trouble maker down in the
Tariff Commission, according to the Senator’s view of the
matter?

Mr. SMOOT. I think he would.

Mr. GEORGE. That is, from the standpoint of the ex-
treme high protectionist, he would be constantly giving
trouble?

Mr, SMOOT. Not at all; in connection with any rate that
may be in the law.

Mr. GEORGE. I want to see if I understand the Senator.
His main objection is that the consumers’ counsel might con-
trovert some of the arguments that were advanced in behalf
of higher duties?

Mr. SMOOT. Not in relation to higher duties; in relation
to any duty in the law, or any duty that came before the
commission, whether it was low or whether it was high.

Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator contemplate that the
consumers’ counsel probably would object to a lower duty?

Mr. SMOOT. He might want the lowest duties made still
lower. He is there to represent the consumer.

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly.

Mr. SMOOT. And if the Senator’s theory of a tariff is
correct, the consumer has to pay it; and therefore the con-
sumers' representative would take it all off, if possible.

Mr. GEORGE. I want to get the Senator’s position, be-
cause I do not want to misquote him. If I understand him,
the Senator does not anticipate and does not fear that the
consumers’ counsel would be objecting to any lowering of
duties, does he? His only apprehension is that the con-
sumers’ counsel might object to some increased duty?

Mr. SMOQOT. No; he might object to increases, but I
think the whole policy of a consumers’ counsel would be that
if there was an objection, it -would be an objection because
of the fact that he desired a lower rate. In fact the Senator
knows that.

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from Utah thinks he would
take the side of the lower rate?

. Mr, SMOOT. ' I think so; and I think he would also take
the side against any additional rate.

Mr. GEORGE. And therefore—because he is the object
of the Senator’s special animadversions—the consumers’
counsel is the particular object of the Senator’s wrath be-
cause he would universally take the side of the lower rate? I
want to understand the Senator’s position.

Mr, SMOOT. I have no wrath whatever. I am telling
the Senate just exactly what will happen. There is not any
doubt about it. The consumers’ counsel is put in this bill
for the very purpose I have stated. There is not any ques-
tion about it; and the Senator from Georgia will not
deny it.

.Mr. GEORGE. O Mr. President, I would deny it, but
the mere denial or affirmation would not get us very far.

Mr. SMOOT. What was in the Senator’s mind when he
suggested a consumers’ representative?

Mr. GEORGE. To attain a fair degree of fairness and
justice to the body of American citizens who are not di-
rectly interested in a particular tariff controversy. Of
course, they are all interested in a sense.

Mr. SMOOT. What is the commission there for? That
is exactly what the members of the commission are there
for—to find the facts and then put the facts into law.

Mr. GEORGE. Why does the Senator anticipate that
the consumers’ counsel would be so embarrassing to the
commission if that is why the commission is there, when, if
the commission is endeavoring to do its clear and manifest
duty, the consumers’ counsel could not harm it? The Sen-
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ator does not fear that the consumers’ counsel would con-
vince the commission of the truth, and certainly not that
he could convince the commission of a lie?

1;:!:. SMOOT. I have not said that he would or would
not.

Mr. GEORGE. Why be so apprehensive, then? If the
consumers’ counsel is to perform the same general func-
tion that the commission is to perform, why the degree of
apprehension that he will throw so many monkey wrenches
into the machine, or put so many flies in the ointment?
Why not assume and presume that he will help the com-
mission?

I just wanted to find out why the consumers’ counsel
was such a thoroughly discredited individual in the opinion
of the Senator from Utah; and I discover the reason when
the Senator says that the consumers’ counsel generally
would be in favor of the lower dufy and against the higher
duty, and always, or at least generally, he would be against
any increase in the duty.

Mr., SMOOT. I did not say that, Mr. President, What
is the very name “ consumers’ counsel ” put, there for? To
get just as low rates as he can possibly get.

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, not necessarily.

Mr. SMOOT. Why did the Senator name him “con=-
sumers’ counsel ” then?

Mr. GEORGE. He had to be named something. I shall
be perfectly willing to change the designation to “ people’s
counsel ¥ or “special counsel.” I have no particular con-
cern with what he is called. It is not a question of the
name. If the Senator is so fastidious as to be objecting
to this individual who is the subject of his especial wrath
merely on account of his name, we will end the controversy
now and name him anything else,

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, I would not rob the Senator from
Georgia of the glory he is getting over the country as a
result of calling this man the consumers’ counsel,

Mr. GEORGE. We will not quarrel about the name of
the counsel. I apprehend the Senator is quarreling about
something much more substantial than the mere name.

Mr. SMOOT. Why did not the Senator ask, then, that
there be ancther member of the commission?

Mr. GEORGE. I wanted some man who stood apart from
the commission, so far as his services were concerned.

Mr. SMOOT. That is exactly it.

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; that is exactly it; and I do not see
why the Senator is so apprehensive that the consumers’
counsel would present to the American people facts that
would be so disconcerting’ to the exitreme protectionist
element in the country unless there is some ground for
fear,

Surely we can depend on the American people to distin-
guish between false propaganda coming out of the Tariff
Commission, or anyone connected with the commission, and
a true statement of facts.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the consumers’ counsel will
have a vote upon every item that comes to the commission.

Mr. GEORGE. I did not understand the Senator.

Mr, SMOOT. The consumers’ counsel will have a vote,
just the same as anyone else.

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no; he would not have any vote.

Mr. SMOOT. What I mean to say is this: I will not say
he will have a vote on the final rate, but taking what any
people ask, he would have his vote.

Mr. GEORGE. He would not have any vote.

Mr. SMOOT. I think he would have a vote in that case.

Mr. GEORGE. I think the Senator is wrong about that.
That is a mere matter of construction. He would not have
a vote.

Mr. SMOOT. I will not say he would have a vote when
the final vote is taken on a rate, whether it be an increase
or a decrease, but I have no doubt that the Senator had in
mind when he first suggested that provision that the coun-
sel would be there to see that high rates were not imposed
and that the commission would not give a higher rate or
would keep the rate just as low as possible.
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Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is entirely wrong about that.
But, as I said before, we can not make any progress here
by merely making assertions. That was not the purpose at
all. Candidly, I do not mind stating to the Senator the
purpose, because in his entire discussion he has not said
one word about it.

The real purpose was this, and is this: That we deem it
desirable to convert the Tariff Commission, just as far as
possible, into a judicial body, into a nonpartisan fact-finding
body. That being the purpose, it seemed logical that there
should be some one attached to the commission whose duty
it would be to ascertain the facts, to gather all the informa-
tion that had a pertinent and relevant connection with the
case, so that the commission itself could always occupy, just
as far as it is humanly possible for such a body to occupy,
such a position; a position of disinterestedness; a position
occupied by our courts, or any fact-finding commission.

Candidly I never had the idea that the consumers’ counsel
would always contend for lower rates, or that he would
always oppose higher rates. I had the hope that he would
assist the commission to do its work in such an impartial
way as to commend the commission to the respect of the
American people. I assert now that if the commission ever
aftains the status where it has the confidence of the people
as the Interstate Commerce Commission, or any fact-finding
body that is supposed to stand impartially between the direct
litigants in any cause of controversy, it must be aided and
assisted by some one whose duty it is to present facts to it,
and whose duty it is to advise it, and who does not stand in
the shoes either of the importer, who wants the lowest or
no duty, according to the view of the Senator, or of the
manufacturer, who seeks the highest duty, assuming that
the manufacturer was contending for such duty. That is
the reason why I offered the amendment.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Utah yield to me to ask a question of the Senator from
Georgia?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. WATSON. Does the Senator agree that the correct
basis of levying rates is to measure the difference between
the costs of production at home and abroad?
~ Mr. GEORGE. No; I do not. I concede that that is an
element in the equation when once it is decided that a rate
should be imposed upon an article, but I do not concede
that it is the correct or that it is the exclusive or that it
is even a wholly satisfactory method.

Mr. WATSON. What is the Senator’s basis for rate
making?

Mr. GEORGE. I have not offered any basis, except in the
discretion of the legislative body. If I had the power to
write the law, I would like to see the commission a dis-
interested, fact-finding body, to find the facts with refer-
ence to any import, or with reference to any commodity
that is manufactured or produced in the United States.

Mr. WATSON. To find what facts?

Mr. GEORGE. All the facts pertinent to the costs, and
any other pertinent facts, and to report those facts to the
Congress.

Mr, SMOOT. That is just exactly what they do now.

Mr. GEORGE. I am perfectly willing to concede that if
the Congress is to have the final power, as I think it should,
either to impose a rate, decrease a rate, or increase a rate,
or to take it off entirely in a case where the rate is already
imposed, there is not the same necessity for the consumers’
counsel as there is under the present system.

Mr., WATSON. Let me ask the Senator this question:
Has it not come to be the Democratic basis of rate making
that rates shall be levied to equal, as nearly as possible, the
difference between the costs of production at home and
abroad?

Mr. GEORGE. That is an element; but the Democratic
position is that facts with reference to that question should
be found by the commission and the commission should
then make its report back to the Congress, and, finally, the
question of the rate—whether it should be imposed or the
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height of the rate, if imposed—should rest in the discretion
of the Congress.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator says, I think very justly.
that what he wants the commission to do is to find the facts.
That must, of necessity, mean the facts of conversion costs
in this country and conversion costs to manufacture the
same article in competing countries. What other facts are
there for the Tariff Commission to find on which to base
protective tariff or revenue tariff rates?

Mr. GEORGE. There are many other facts the Tariff
Commission might find, as far as that is concerned. It
could find, of course, all the facts with reference to produc-
tion and manufacture of any particular article. It might
find, also, facts concerning the efficiency of methods of
production in various countries. It might find, also, facts
with reference to the location of industries and matters of
that kind.

After all, the position which I believe to be the sound
position—and it is the position which is taken in this pro-
posal—is that whatever facts it finds shall be reported to
the Congress, and the Congress itself in the exercise of its
legislative powers, enlightened by those facts, should impose
the rate or should deny the rate.

Mr. WATSON. I understand the Senator’s position t.hor-
oughly, but I could not understand why, and I can not yet
understand, if it be the conception of the very formation
and operation of the Tariff Commission to levy rates which
measure the difference in the costs of production at home and
abroad, together with transportation costs, and efficiency,
and so forth, why it is necessary to have an adjunct to the
court to ascertain those facts. The Senator sat on the
bench for many years.

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly.

Mr. WATSON. And he was a very able judge, as we all
know.

Mr. GEORGE. I disclaim the compliment the Senator
desires to pay me, but I am glad the Senator mentioned
the matter of the court. Let me call the Senator’s attention
to this fact: If the courts, sitting to do justice between
Iitigants, had constantly to interfere with the ong side or
the other, exposing themselves to the criticism of partiality
in behalf of this side or the other side of litigation, the
courts would lose the confidence of the American people,
and it is precisely that thought I had in mind. Whatever
the Senator from Utah may now ascribe to me, it was pre-
cisely that thought I had in mind when I proposed the con-
sumers' counsel, or the counsel to the commission, because
I wanted the commission, in its effort to find the facts, to
be placed in a position where it could invite the full con-
fidence of the public in its final conclusions upon the facts,
so that it would not be compelled to take sides against an
importer who was a litigant or a supplicant at the bar of
the commission or to take sides against or for an American
producer or manufacturer.

Mr. WATSON. Where there is a commission with three
Republicans and three Democrats—and that is the kind of
a commission we are supposed to have——

Mr. GEORGE. I do not understand that that is the kind
of a commission we do have.

Mr. WATSON. That is the kind of a commission we are
supposed to have, I am not going to argue the individual
views of different commissioners, because I do not know
what they are. I can not understand why it is necessary
to appoint another person, who would be at least equally
prejudiced with any man sitting on the Tariff Commission.

Mr. GEORGE. Equally prejudiced?

Mr. WATSON. If he were prejudiced at all, he would be
equally prejudiced. He would have tariff views. The Sen-
ator would not have appointed as consumers’ counsel one
devoid of all opinion, divested of all ideas about the tariff.
He would be there to represent somebody for a given

urpose.

Mr,. GEORGE. No; we perhaps have some commissioners
who are devoid of all ideas. They are divested of all real
opinions of their own about tariff matters.
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Mr. WATSON. Is not that the very attitude for a com-
missioner to be in?

Mr. GEORGE. He should be an impartial commissioner.

Mr. WATSON. Yes.

Mr. GEORGE. Waiving all that, and assuming it is dwir-
able that the American people believe that the Tariff Com-
mission is impartial, that it makes an honest effort to ascer-
tain the pertinent facts in every case, the way to maintain
the reputation of the commission in the opinion of the
American people, the way to sustain confidence in the com-
mission is to place the commission in a position where it does
not have to become apparently partisan for the manufac-
turer or against the manufacturer, or the producer, if the
Senator wishes to use a more inclusive term. The counsel
may aid the commission, he may perform the same function
for the commission that the counsel to any other fact-find-
ing body, or to any judicial body performs. I dare say there
is no tribunal in our system, from the highest to the lowest
of our tribunals, which could retain the confidence of the
American people if that body itself were called upon to be
constantly taking the side or apparently taking the side of
one litigant or the other litigant to the particular contro-
versy before it.

It was precisely for that reason that I desired to see a
consumers’ counsel or commission counsel appointed, be-
cause I had hoped that the Tariff Commission might de-
velop into a great fact-finding body, fortified by the con-
fidence of the American people, very much as is the case to-
day with the Interstate Commerce Commission.

I had hoped, of course, that it would be considered as a
nonpartisan commission, as nearly as that consummation
can possibly be reached.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Utah yield to me to ask a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. In answer to the question of the Sena-
tor from Indiana, may I suggest to the Senator from Georgia
that the case of Fourdrinier wire, where the importers and
producers got together and raised the price to the American
consumer, would be a very nice illustration of where the
consumers’ counsel could play some part if the matter went
before the Tariff Commission.

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly.

Mr. HARRISON. To cite another case, the importers of
high-priced watches into the United States, as the Senator
will remember, and the producers of such watches in the
United States got together and agreed on a certain rate.
If they wanted to reduce that rate they might come before
the Tariff Commission, and the consumers’ counsel in that
case might play a very desirable part.

Mr. SMOOT. This is the first time I have heard of the
watch importers and the American manufacturers getting
together.

Mr. HARRISON. 011, the Senator recalls that in the
Committee on Finance we worked on that proposition ever
so long and finally they brought in a proposal that was in
absolute agreement.

Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator is mistaken. I remem-
ber that I received from importers some of the bitterest let-
ters I ever received in my life, relating to that compromise
rate.

Mr. HARRISON. That may have had to do with the
cheaper watches, but the high-priced manufacturers and
importers got together.

Mr, SMOOT. No; they did not get together. Who is the
consumer? The idle rich, the importer, and everybody else
comprise the consumer class, and the consumers’ counsel
would not be there unless it was for the purpose of looking
after the consumers’ interests.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I hope the chairman of
the Finance Committee will pardon me again.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield further to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.
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Mr. GEORGE. I invite him to-night to think of some
better name for the counsel of the commission. If the word
“ consumers’” is so offensive to him, I invite the Senator
to suggest a better name. We want the function and not
the mere name.

Mr. SMOOT. I know what “consumer” means, and I
think I know the object of the amendment. Everybody is a
consumer, and they all want lower rates. We might as well
have a “labor counsel” and a “manufacturers’ counsel”
and a * producers’ counsel.”

Mr. President—— :

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further before he proceeds?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield further to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. SMOOT. I am always glad to yield to the Senator.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator suggested that we ought
to have a manufacturers’ counsel and a labor counsel. The
Senator will recall that during the consideration of the
Fordney bill it was suggested that labor and the manufac-
turers might be represented, but we voted to strike them
out. That was before the Grundy machine got to working
so smoothly.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator knows I was not in favor of
it and the Senator knows the Finance Committee was not in
favor of it.

Mr. HARRISON. We took it out, did we not?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; and we should have taken it out of
this provision.

Mr. HARRISON. That is one time the Senator was
against Mr. Grundy. The Senator was in good form that
time.

Mr. SMOOT. I have no flings to make at Mr. Grundy
or anyone else, If Mr. Grundy is right I am with him, and
if he is wrong I am against him.

Mr. President, section 4 of this bill launches into quite a
different field. It “respectfully requests " the President “ to
initiate a movement for an international economic confer-
ence with a view to (a) lowering excessive tariff duties and
eliminating discriminatory and unfair trade practices and
other economic barriers affecting international trade, (b)
preventing retaliatory tariff measures and economic wars,
and (¢) promoting fair, equal, and friendly trade and com-
mercial relations between nations.” The President would be
asked to invite other nations to sit in a council for the scal-
ing down of American tariff schedules. But such a confer-
ence would have no authority whatever actually to change
the American tariff law. This bill itself specifically provides
that any treaty or arrangement changing tariff duties or in
any way affecting the revenue of the United States must first
be approved by Congress.

There is no reason to anticipate that Congress would lower
the American tariff under the influence of an international
conference. The sponsors of this bill profess to believe that
our present tariff rates are too high and that America led
all other nations throughout the world to increase their
duties. Then why do they not initiate legislation to reduce
the tariff? It is evident that they do not wish to take the
responsibility of denying protection to any industry that is
struggling against foreign competition in these critical times.
In this bill they seek to shunt that responsibility upon the
President without trying to indicate in any way what the
policy of Congress might be when the proposed conference
had been concluded and its work would come before this
body for ratification.

In view of the fact that the sponsors of this measure have
vigorously denounced the existing tariff rates as detrimental
to the welfare of the United States and that they now make
no move to change any rate in the 1930 law, this proposal
of an international conference on tariffs takes on the nature
of a face-saving gesture. They wish to blame the President
for their own failure to adjust rates that they have con-
demned as a whole but dare not change as to specific items.

I do not blame the Democratic leaders for their refusal
to consider the reduction of tariff rates. They are doubtless
aware of the fact that any weakening of the protective sys-
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tem would expose our producers to unprecedented foreign
competition at a time when they are least able to cope with
it. Any measure proposing specific reductions of duty would
arouse widespread resentment from all citizens who depend
upon tariff protection for their livelihood. I sympathize
with the Senator from Mississippi in the impracticability of
translating his avowed principles on the tariff into specific
rates of duty. But why should the Democratic leaders of
this body seek to impose upon the Chief Executive and for-

eign governments a responsibility which primarily belongs to

themselves?

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. SMOOT. 1 yield.

Mr. HARRISON. Is the Senator fussing because we did
not bring in a specific proposal reducing the present rates?

Mr. SMOOT. I am not fussing. I am just calling atten-
tion to the attitude of the Democratic Party to-day just
before the election.

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senafor give me his opinion
as to whether he thinks the President would sign a bill that
would provide for a reduction in rates?

Mr. SMOOT. I have not any right to speak for the Presi-
dent in any way, shape, or form.

Mr. HARRISON. If the President would consult the
Senator, would he tell him not to sign such a bill?

Mr. SMOQOT. The President would not consult me.

Mr. HARRISON. I suppose he would not if he follows his
usual practice.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. MOSES. May I ask the Senator from Mississippi a
question? Will the Senator join with me in endeavoring to
put through an amendment to this bill reducing the duty on
long-staple cotton, and see what the President would do
with it?

Mr. HARRISON. If the Tariff Commission should find
there is no difference in the cost of production in this coun-
try and abroad and recommend it, I would stand right by
their finding. I would do differently in that respect than
the Senator from New Hampshire would with reference to a
lot of products of his State.

Mr. MOSES. Let us take a short cut at it.
Senator to join with me in that move.

Mr. HARRISON. That would be a wonderfully fine argu-
ment, but if the Senafor had been here this morning and
heard what I said about him——

Mr. MOSES. I heard it.

Mr. HARRISON. What was it I said?

Mr. MOSES. Oh, something abouft my voting to limit the
time during which he——

Mr. HARRISON. I suppose the Senator has changed his
view on that?

Mr. MOSES. I have not looked up my record to see.
The Senator knows about it so much better than I do.

Mr. SMOOT, I want to say to the Senator from Missis-
sippi that if a T-cent duty is necessary for long-staple cot-
ton, I will vote for it at any time.

Mr. HARRISON. That is the trouble with our friends over
on the other side of the Chamber. Whenever a Senator
shows that he is not in every instance for free trade, but
for a tariff, whether it is a competitive tariff or tariff for
revenue or what not, they try to throw upon him the burden
of their whole nefarious course. So far as I am concerned,
if the Tariff Commission should ascertain a certain state of
facts, I would be willing to follow them providing there is
real competition in the product. In that particular in-
stance, as the Senator knows, there was quite a large com-
petition of 400,000 bales coming in with only 700,000 bales
produced in the United States, a situation where there is
real competition.

LXXV—427

I invite the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

6779

Mr. SMOOT. There is not long-staple cotton enough pro-
duced in the United States to fill the demand. The Senator
knows that and stated so very frankly.

Mr. HARRISON. There are 400,000 bales imported and
700,000 bales produced, and we exported a little, but not
much.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire? 3

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. MOSES. I have just consulted with a much more
powerful Member of the Senate than I, and one also a mem-~
ber of the Committee on Finance along with the Senator
from Mississippi. I will now ask the Senator from Missis-
sippi if he will join with the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Warson] and with me in reducing the duty on long-staple
cotton?

Mr. HARRISON. I would be perfectly willing to have the
Congress vote to take all the tariff off of it if we could take
off a lot of the exorbitant rates contained in the law. I have
no interest in that particular item. In other words, I am
one of those who can not be bribed by saying that if I will
vote for a certain item, other Senators will vote for my
item. I do not work that way. Logrolling is one of the
factors that has made tariff construction nauseating.

Mr. MOSES. I would like to have a bill of particulars
from the Senator. To what exorbitant rate does he refer?
Possibly he and the Senator from Indiana and I can come
to an agreement.

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senator from Utah give me the
time to go over all the exorbitant rates figuring in the law?

Mr. MOSES. I think the Senator from Utah, with his
usual good nature, is entirely willing to have the Senator
from Mississippi display his entire ignorance of tariff
matters.

Mr. HARRISON. I will tell the Senator one that the
Senator was very much opposed to, where an effort was
made to vote a rate of 514 cents a pound on maple sirup, for
instance, and an 8-cent duty on maple sugar. That was
done over our profest, but the Senator from New Hampshire
voted for it because his people were interested in those prod-
ucts. The Tariff Commission reduced those rates down to
5% cents and 4 cents. I can give the Senator many other
instances.

Mr. MOSES. And I am still profesting against it along
with the Senators from Louisiana.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senators from Louisiana are not
interested in maple sirup or maple sugar.

Mr. MOSES. They are interested in the sugar schedule,
May I say, while the Senator from Mississippi is distributing
saccharinity all over the Chamber, that he can not possibly
deceive us as to his attitude?

Mr. HARRISON. Did I state the facts correctly about
maple sugar and maple sirup?

. Mr. SMOOT. I want also to say to the Senator from Mis-
sissippi that he ought to be happy because Cuban raw sugar
is now selling for 73 cents a hundred.

Mr. HARRISON. I am not talking about Utah sugar. I
was talking about maple sugar. The Senator does not know
the difference between Utah sugar and maple sugar, but
as soon as any kind of sugar is mentioned the Senator from
Utah goes into spasms.

Mr. SMOOT. I simply want to say to the Senator from
Mississippi that we would never get him to vote for any
tariff on sugar.

Mr. HARRISON and Mr. WATSON addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator put a question to me.

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not.

Mr. HARRISON. I understood the Senator to say he
agreed with me as to what I said about maple sugar and
maple sirup, I have not mentioned any other kind of sugar.

Mr. MOSES. But we are.
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Mr. WATSON. ' Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair must announce that
if interruptions are not made in accordance with the rule,
he will insist that the Senator having the floor shall only
yield for a question. Does the Senator from Utah yield to
the Senator from Indiana?

Mr, SMOOT. If that is the ruling of the Chair, I will ask
the Senator from Indiana if it is for a question that he de-
sires me to yield?

Mr. WATSON. No; I want to make a statement.

Mr. SMOOT. Then I must decline to yield.
~ Mr, WATSON. I want to ask the Senator from Missis-
sippi a question. :

Mr. HARRISON. I should be glad to answer it if I can.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT (rapping for order).
Senate be in order.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair has stated that he
is going to enforce the rule. Four or five Senators are fry-
ing to talk at the same time.

Mr. WATSON. May I ask the Chair a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT (rapping for order). Let the
Chair make a statement. Unless Senators desiring to in-
terrupt address the Chair and ask permission to interrupt
the Senator having the floor to ask him a question, the
Chair will insist that the rule be strictly enforced and that
the Senator having the floor shall yield only for a question.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
from Mississippi a question in the time of the Senator from
Utah?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield for that purpose?

Mr. SMOOT. 1 yield for that purpose. -

Mr. HARRISON. And now I yield, too! [Laughter.]

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator
from Mississippi a question. On long-staple cotton, known
in the trade as sakellaridis, in July, 1930, the landed cost
prior to the payment of 7 cents per pound specific duty, was
22.02 cents per pound, being equal to an ad valorem duty
of 32 per cent. England has gone off the gold standard,
and on the 31st of December, 1931, the landed cost, prior
to the payment of 7 cents a pound specific duty, was 10.82
cents per pound, equal to an ad valorem duty of 65 per
cent. In other words, there was an increase from 32 per
cent to 65 per-cent. Is that one of the “outrageous” rates
the Senator from Mississippi referred to in his speech: and is
that one of the rates he is willing to reduce?

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator
if he was on the subcommittee which considered the agri-
cultural schedule of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act—and I
think he served on that subcommittee—he will recall that
certain gentlemen there were appealing for a duty of 22
cents a pound on long-staple cotton, and I think an amend-
ment was offered to that effect by one of the Senators from
the Far West. I would not stand for such a proposal. I
went as far as T cents a pound, because it was shown that
that was about the difference in the cost of production. I
am perfectly willing to reduce the rate, and I just stated to
the Senator that I would be perfectly willing even to vote
long-staple cotton on the free list if we could get the tariff
law upon a fair basis where it would not cost the American
people the billions of dollars it is now costing because of its
excessive rates. Does that answer the Senator’s question?

Mr. WATSON. No, Mr. President.

Mr. HARRISON. What does the Senator want me to
say—to answer the other way?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield further?

Mr. SMOOT. I will yield for a question, and then I desire
to proceed.

Mr. WATSON. I will refer to the matter further in my
own time.

Mr. HARRISON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, an international conference
on tariffs could accomplish nothing under these circum-

Let the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

MARCH 24

stances. On the other hand, it would probably lead to a
strengthening of tariff barriers against American exports.
Three years ago a tariff conference was held at Geneva,
attended by some of the ablest men of the great com-
mercial powers. Before sending delegates to this gathering
about two-thirds of the participating governments raised
their duties, so as to put their delegates in a better trading
position. But the conference could not even agree to leave
tariff barriers where they were at that time. The net result
was a substantial increase in duties for most of the participat-
ing governments. And since that time European countries
have indulged in the greatest tariff-raising orgies that the
world has ever seen. Even Great Britain has been forced
to raise a protective wall around herself to halt the dump-
ing of surplus commodities resulting from world-wide
overproduction.

No nation is willing to sacrifice its domestic market to
foreigners in times like the present, least of all the United
States. Production costs and living standards in the
United States are far above those of competing nations:
therefore, this country would suffer most from a razing of
tariff barriers.

Mr. President, during the consideration of the bill of
1930 I had in the Finance Committee room a map of the
world showing the tariff walls of all the countries of the
world. That map demonstrated the fact that the tariff
rates established by the United States are not the highest
by any manner of means. More than half of the countries
of the world had higher tariff walls, so called, then we had.

During this period of abnormal competition and world-
wide overproduction we can not afford to allow foreign
producers greater privileges in the American market, re-
gardless of what concessions they might be willing to make
in return.

Since Congress is not prepared, and likely will not be
prepared, to add to the distress of any domestic industry,
it would be absurd to call an international conference.
Nations would send representatives to the gathering, with
the expectation that the United States would lead the way
in making tariff concessions. If the delegates refused to
do so or if they did so and Congress refused to ratify
their agreement, the resentment of the whole world would
be turned against the United States. Congress would be
accused of duplicity. Ameérica would be charged with pro-
longing the depression. Do the authors of this measure
suppose that they could promote American export trade or
ameliorate the domestic situation by such a performance?

It should be noted also, Mr. President, that this bill would
not restrict such a conference to tariff matters. It proposes
an “international economic conference,” one purpose of
which would be the elimination of * other economic barriers
affecting international trade.” This might be construed as
a direct reference to the so-called war debts which the Gov-
ernments of Europe owe to the United States. Certainly the
debtor nations would so interpret it. The American dele-
gates would be asked, in all probability, to agree to a modi-
fication of the debt-funding arrangements in the interest of
promoting international trade. As it stands, this bill would
give them authority to launch upon such a discussion and
the whole question of intergovernmental debts would be
opened. Having called the conference, the United States
would be in a most embarrassing situation. Serious inter-
national complications and increased resentment against
the American people would be the inevitable result. It
must be apparent to every member of the Senate that the
only purpose which this proposed economic conference might
serve would be to complicate our international relations and
strain our friendship with other governments.

By the final paragraph of this bill Congress would be
“ authorized and requested ” to “ negotiate with foreign gov-
ernments reciprocal trade agreements under a policy of
mutual tariff concessions.” At present our tariffs are levied
against all nations, and no foreign country is favored
against another. That is one reason why the United States
is on friendly commercial relations with the whole world.
But this bill would abolish the traditional attitude of the
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Government and institute tariff bickering and favoritism
into our international relations.

The effect of such a measure upon domestic enterprises
would be even more serious. In adopfing this policy Con-
gress would say, in effect: “ We do not need some of our
industries that are now protected by customs duties, There-
fore let us scrap them and allow foreign nation A to supply
us the commodities those industries now produce, so that we
may in turn sell to A a larger quantity of some other Ameri-
can product.” Tariff concessions can not be established
without sacrificing some industry now operating under the
protective system. Obviously we can not bargain with other
countries, using commodities that are already on the free
list. What industries shall we discriminate against? Would
the Senator from Mississippi be willing to take away the
duty on long-staple cotton so that radio manufacturers
might sell more of their products abroad? Would Texas
give up the duty on olive oil, for example, so that Michigan
could sell more automobiles to Italy? )

Reciprocal trade agreements might work well in Great
Britain, where large quantities of foodstuffs and raw mate-
rials must be imported and a foreign market must be found
for finished manufactures. But in the Unifed States our
problem is quite different. With the exception of a few
necessities, such as rubber, tea, and silk, the United States
is virtually self-contained. Nearly all of our wants can be
supplied from our own varied resources. How can we ex-
pect our people to allow part of those resources to lie dor-
mant to give other favored industries a better chance to
exploit foreign markets? The central thought behind this
provision for “ mutual tariff concessions” is repugnant fto
the political theory of equality on which our Government is
based.

It is of practical interest to ask what concessions are for-
eigners seeking in the American market. Most of the pro-
tests that have been registered against the Smoot-Hawley
Act come from the importers of farm products. Most of
the protests have been against farm products, and, Mr.
President, most of the increases in rates in that very tariff
bill were on farm products. I was in favor of them, and
I do not believe this Congress is going to change them, or
would do so if it had a chance.

Industry in the United States has been profected for so
long that foreigners have little hope of effectively com-
peting in that field. But agriculture was brought definitely
within the bounds of protection only in the 1930 act. The
most vociferous demand of our commercial neighbors is for
the revival of lower rates on agricultural imports. Is the
purpose of this bill to withdraw protection from the farmer
so that industrial sales abroad may flourish?

As the tariff now stands, it is calculated to equalize the
costs of production in the United States and foreign coun-
tries. It does not tolerate special bonuses to some domestic
industries while foreign competition is invited against
others. If Congress should adopt a policy of discriminatory
tariffs, the whole protective system would be jeopardized.
In a nation of such varied interests as ours, concessions to
any foreign producers would be repugnant to the common
welfare.

In conclusion, Mr. President, the arguments against this
bill are clear and unmistakable. It would vitiate the flexible
provision at a time when emergency changes in the tariff
are more vital to industry, labor, and agriculture than ever
before in our history. It would clog the wheels of legisla-
tion and encourage filibustering, because it would keep the
tariff issue perpetually beiore Congress. For the same rea-
son it would promote uncertainty in the business world. It
would narrow the latitude of the Tariff Commissicn in its
investigations and thus delay, if not frustrate, flexible tariff
relief, It would create an expensive and worse than futile
agency, known as the consumers’ counsel, to harass the com-
mission and confute the fact-finding process. It would en-
tangle the United States in a useless international imhroglio
from which only antagonism and resentment could arise.
Finally, it would eviscerate the American doctrine of pro-
tection on a cost-equalizing basis, and substitute therefor a
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vicious system of concessions for foreigners and bonuses Ior
a few favored industries.

I submif, Mr. President, that not one paragraph of this
bill could be written into law without mutilating our tradi-
tional policy of tariff protection and compromising the wel-
fare of the American people.

Mr. President, I had some other remarks to make upon
this question, but I think this is ample for the day, and I
yield the floor now.

PRODUCTION AND TRANSPORTATION COSTS OF CERTAIN OILS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the chairman of the United States Tariff Commission,
transmitting, pursnant to Senate Resolution No. 323 of the
Seventy-first Congress (submitted by Mr. SHEPPARD), a Te-
port of the costs of production and of transportation to the
principal consuming markets of the United States of coco-
nut oil and copra from the Philippine Islands and other
principal producing regions, palm oil, palm-kernel oil, whale
oil, rapeseed oil, perilla oil, and sesame oil, ete., which, with
the accompanying document, was referred to the Committee
on Finance and ordered to be printed, with illustrations.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. BLAINE presented resolutions adopted by the
Woman’s Christian Temperance Union of Oconto Falls,
Wis., protesting against the resubmission of the eighteenth
amendment of the Constitution to the States, and favoring
the making of adequate appropriations for law enforcement
and education in law observance, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD presented a petition of sundry citizens
of McIntosh, Minn., praying for the passage of legislation
known as the Frazier bill, being Senate bill 1197, to liquidate
and refinance agricultural indebtedness, and to encourage
and promote agriculture, commerce, and industry, by estab-
lishing an efficient credit system, ete., which was referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. KING presented a paper in the nature of a petition
signed by Hon. George H. Dern, Governor of the State of
Utah; Maggie S. Francis, Lucy R. Turner, and Eliza Rich,
president and first and second vice presidents, respectively,
of Morgan County Camp, Daughters of Utah Pioneers, pray-
ing for the passage of legislation granting pensions to such
veterans of the Black Hawk Indian War as can prove
service and have not heretofore received pensions, which was
referred to the Committee on Pensions.

. He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Salt
Lake City, Utah, remonstrating against the passage of legis-
lation providing for the closing of barber shops on Sunday in
the District of Columbia or other restrictive religious meas-
ures, which was referred to the Commitiee on the District
of Columbia.

Mr. BARBOUR presented a resolution adopted by Law-
renceville (N. J.) Grange, No. 170, Patrons of Husbandry,
favoring reduction in governmental expenditures and taxes,
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Taxpayers’
League of Passaic County (N. J.) (Inc.), favoring retrench-
ment in governmental expenditures, and opposing bond
issues for proposed new projects, which were referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

He also presented the petition of Manasquan Brielle Aux-
iliary to the Veterans of Foreign Wars Post, No. 1838, of
Point Pleasant, N. J., praying for the immediate payment in
cash of adjusted-service compensation eertificates (bonus),
which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Camden
and vicinity, in the State of New Jersey, praying for the
prompt ratification of the World Court protocols, which
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Association
of Chosen Freeholders of New Jersey, at Jersey City, N. J.,
praying for the passage of the bill (H. R. 9642) to authorize
supplemental appropriations for emergency hichway con-
struction with a view to increasing employment, which was
ordered to lie on the table.
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THE PROHIBITION QUESTION

Mr, BLACK. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have inserted in the Recorp a petition sent to Hon. W. B.
OLIvVER, Member of Congress from the sixth Alabama dis-
trict, from 126 members of the Calvary Baptist Church of
Tuscaloosa, Ala., with reference to the prohibition law. I
ask that the petition be printed in the Recorp and then
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

There being no objection, the petition was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows;

To W. B. OLIVER,
United States Representative:

In view of the many bills that have been submitted to Congress
by the opponents of prohibition, we, the undersigned, urge that
you use your influence and cast your vote in support of the main-
tenance of the prohibition law and its enforcement and against
any measure looking toward its modification, resubmission to the
States, or repeal, and that this petition be printed in the Cow-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. .

Lloyd Hart, Leone Mathews, Helen Reid, Martha Sanders,
Gaynor Cunningham, Hattie Smith, Mrs. A. D. Kinnett,
Rev. A. D. Kinnett, Irene Chambers, Mittie Hill, Lena
Billingsley, Mrs. 8. J. McCall, 8. J. McCall, Myra Moare,
Nida Louise Schmitz, Beatrice Schmitz, Hattie Mae Nel-
son, Caddie Bell, Mildred Lewls, Maedell Goodson, Alcie
Bell, Mirian Bowers, Edith Harbour, Sara Mae Hammond,
Hugh Gachet, Zeb Lucas, Leon Phillips, Ellis P. Rlce,
Jack Cunningham, Henry G, Hamel, Archibald Elkworth,
Vaughn Epperson, Cecil Womach, Hazel Baxley, Jack N.
Hines, Harwell H. Jones, John A. Caldwell, John M.
Canthen, Horace Thompscn, Charles Bowers, Homer
Duton, Paul E. Haygood, Maurice Couch, Merral Griffin,
Estus J. James, Mrs. M. E. Baxley, M. E. Baxley, Olive
Massengale, Motle Gay Homan, Minnie Mae Walker,
Ruby Bagwell, Juarine Berry, Lola Baxley, Jessie
DeRamus, Frances Gandy, Lucile Eatman, Ella Mae
Channell, Joe G. Burns, H. B. Larkins, Lee Gloyer, Cecil
Carver, George R. Hughes, Larry G. Hughes, Roy D.
Couch, Dorothy Shirey, Arnold Shirey, Lela A. Royal,
R. B. Bishop, Margeret F. Mills, Chas, 8, Fletcher, Mrs,
Chas. 8. Fletcher, Mrs. H. N. Hammond, Mrs. W. W.
Gandy, W. W. Gandy, Mrs. H. L. Lyon, Mrs. Lottie Bar-
ringer, Mrs, A. E. Patterson, B. V. Hughes, Miss Ethel
Ryan, Mollie Edwards, Dr. 8. G. Hamilton, Mrs, 8. G.
Hamilton, R. D. Causey, F. A, Koeppel, L. D. Hawkins,
K. A. Drummond, A. E. Hughes, H. L. Black, Mrs. H. L.
Black, J. 8. Hudson, Mrs. J. N. Bagwell, Mrs. Perla
Williams, Mrs. G. A. Tubb, Mr. J. B. Patterson, Mrs.
J. B. Patterson, David M. Spinks, Mrs. David M. Spinks,
V. E. Thornton, Mrs. V. E. Thornton, Roscoe Duncan,
Mrs. Roscoe Duncan, C. Jackson, G. E. Tubb, J. R,
Sexton, Mrs. Eunice Shaffer, W. H. Nicol, Mrs. W. H.
Nicol, H. A. Edwards, Mrs. H. A. Edwards, Loutrelle
McCall, Mrs. A. M. Logan, Lucy Berrey, Mrs. W. S. Berrey,
Ernest Wyatt, Mrs. W. H. Hinton, Mrs. L. J. Wyatt,
Mrs. Geo, Farmer, G. C, Farmer, Mrs. W. H. Alexander,
Mrs. 8. D. Allen, Mrs. L. E. Cook, C. P. Syring, Mrs. C. P.
Syring, Sam V. McCall, J. Hal McCall, Mrs. M. W.
Monnish.

The above signatures are from the young people and adult
departments of the Calvary Baptist Church, Tuscaloosa, Ala.

Mrs. 8. J. McCavr,

REVISION OF BANKRUPICY LAW

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask leave
to present a letter in the nature of a petition relating to the
bill to revise the bankruptcy law now pending before the
Committee on the Judiciary. I ask that the letter be printed
in the Recorp and referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, that order
will be made.

The letter is as follows:

JONESBORO, ARK., March 12, 1932.
Hon. JoE T. ROBINSON,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SenaToR: Some of my friends who practice more in the
bankruptey court than I do are very much concerned over the
new bill which it seems the President is trying to rush through
as a rellef measure creating a new bureau and entirely revising the
bankruptcy procedure.

I have been requested to write you suggesting to you that this
bill ought to be carefully investigated by the Judiciary Committee
or some committee before final passage. Certainly it does not bear
much of the earmarks of a relief measure, from what I under-
stand about it. v

The information conveyed to me is that the bill seems to have
been devised to meet certain supposed defects in the administra-
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tion of bankruptey law in New York and that it would be entirely
inapplicable to the eighth circuit. For instance, I am informed that
one of the provisions is that within five days after adjudication
the bankrupt is supposed to appear before the supervisor for
examination and, considering the size of the eighth circuit and
the fact that most of the bankruptcy matter are no-asset cases,
this would constitute something of a hardship on a small bank-
rupt, whereas in New York or some city it might not be so difficult.
If the supervisor of the eighth circuit should be located at St.
Paul or elsewhere, it would certainly constitute a big job to reach
him from Jonesboro, for instance, in five days.

I am further informed that the act seems to contemplate an
investigation with reference to the propriety of discharge as to
each individual bankruptcy case. A very large percentage of the
bankruptcy cases down here are no-asset cases; and while there
may be an occasional fraud, it Is doubtful whether there is any
general and persistent custom to commit fraud, and any one
Individual can only go bankrupt every six years; hence it seems
a rather elaborate plan when applied to this circuit, however ap-
plicable it may be to New York.

However, the only thing I am suggesting to you is that it would
be well if the committee should investigate the matter, and I am

Your friend,
CuAs. D. FRIERSON,

PROPOSED SALES TAX—FEDERAL FARM BOARD

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I also present a petition in
the form of a telegram signed by a number of citizens of
Hindsville, Ark., relating to the proposed manufacturers’
sales tax on canned foods. I ask that that petition be re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Also, sundry telegrams re-
lating to the proposed reduction of salaries of the Federal
Farm Board. I ask that these felegrams be referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered. =

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I also present a telegram
relating to certain features of the proposed sales tax, which
I ask to have referred to the Committee on Finance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. AUSTIN, from the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, to which were referred the following bill and joint
resolution, reported them each with amendments and sub-
mitted reports thereon:

8. 1155. An act to establish a Board of Indeterminate Sen-
tence and Parole for the District of Columbia and to deter-
mine its functions, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 450) ;
and

S.J.Res. 13. Joint resolution to authorize the merger of
street-railway corporations operating in the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 475).

Mr. VANDENBERG, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was referred the bill (S. 4040) granting the consent
of Congress to the counties of Fayette and Washington, Pa.,
either jointly or severally, to construct, maintain, and oper-
ate a toll bridge across the Monongahela River at or near
Fayette City, Pa., reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 451) thereon.

Mr. JOHNSON, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was referred the bill (8. 4166) for the relief of James
M. Griffin, disbursing agent, United States Coast and Geo-
detic Survey, and for other purposes, reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 474) thereon.

Mr. HOWELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally
with an amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S.802. An act for the relief of Willie B. Cleverly (Rept.
No. 452);

5.1858. An act for the relief of Harriette Olsen (Rept.
No. 453); and

S.3344. An act for the relief of Maggie Kirkland (Rept.
No. 454).

Mr. HOWELL also, from the Committee on Claims, to
which was referred the bill (S. 3504) for the relief of Lyman
L. Miller, reported it without amendment and submitted a
report (No. 455) thereon.
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Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S.220. An act authorizing adjustment of the claim of the
Van Camp Sea Food Co. (Inc.) (Rept. No. 463) ;

S.222. An act authorizing adjustment of the claim of
B. F. Hart (Rept. No. 464); and

S.2236. An act to re:.mbm‘se the William L. Gilbert Clock
Co. for revenue erroneously paid (Rept. No. 465).

Mr. FRAZIER, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (S. 2671) providing for the final
enrollment of the Indians of the Klamath Indian Reserva-
tion in the State of Oregon, reported it with amendments
and submitted a report (No. 461) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (S. 1196) authorizing the Tlingit and Haida Indians
of Alaska to bring suit in the United States Court of Claims,
and conferring jurisdiction upon said court fo hear, examine,
adjudicate, and enter judgment upon any and all claims
which said Indians may have, or claim to have, against the
United States, and for other purposes, reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 462) thereon.

Mr, WALSH of Montana, from the Commitiee on Public
Lands and Surveys, to which were referred the following
bills, reported them each with amendments and submitted
reports thereon:

S.1044. An act authorizing the issuance to Wesley A.
Howard of a patent for certain lands (Rept. No. 456) ; and

S.2395. An act authorizing the conveyance of certain
land to school district No. 15, Lincoln County, Mont. (Rept.
No. 457).

Mr. WALSH of Montana also, from the Committee on
Public Lands and Surveys, to which were referred the fol-
lowing bills, reported them severally without amendment and
submitted reports thereon:

8.1039. An act establishing additional land offices in the
States of Montana, Oregon, South Dakota, Idaho, New Mex-
ico, Colorado, and Nevada (Rept. No. 458) ;

8.2259. An act for the relief of Mathie Belsvig (Rept. No.
459); and

H.R.4752. An act for establishment of the Waterton-
Glacier International Peace Park (Rept. No. 460).

Mr. NYE, from the Committee on Public Lands and Sur-
veys, to which was referred the bill (S. 2983) for the relief
of homesteaders on the Diminished Colville Indian Reserva-
tion, Wash., reported it with an amendment and submitted
a report (No. 466) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred
the following bills, reported them severally without amend-
ment and submitted reports thereon:

8.3371. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to vacate withdrawals of public lands under the reclama-
tion law, with reservation of rights, ways, and easements
"(Rept. No. 467);

5.3592. An act confirming the claim of Francis R. San-
chez, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 468) ;

S.3639. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the
Coeur d’Alene and St. Joe National Forests, State of Idaho,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 469) ;

S.3784. An act to add certain lands to the Idaho National
Forest, Idaho (Rept. No., 470) ;

H.R.231. An act to grant certain lands to the State of
Colorado for the benefit of the Colorado School of Mines
(Rept. No. 471); and

H.R.4390. An act for the relief of Melissa Isabel Fair-
child (Rept. No. 472).

Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on Finance, to which
was referred the bill (S. 3886) to authorize the purchase
of tobacco from funds herefofore or hereafier appropriated
for the Veterans’ Administration, reported it without amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 473) thereon.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

Mr. WATERMAN, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,

reported that on the 23d instant that committee presented

to the President of the United States the following enrolled
bills:
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S.3237. An act to legalize a bridge across the Mississippl
River at Grand Rapids, Minn.; and

S.3322. An act to transfer certain jurisdiction from the
War Department in the management of Indian country.

EXECUTIVE REPORTIS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Finance, reported
favorably the following nominations:

Lawrence A. Merrigan, of New Orleans, La., to be col-
lector of internal revenue for the district of Louisiana, to
fill an existing vacancy; and

Surg. Charles L. Williams to be senior surgeon in the
Public Health Service, to rank as such from May 23, 1932.

Mr. REED, from the Committee on Finance, reported
favorably the nomination of Samuel H. Thompson, of
Wilkinsburg, Pa., to be collector of customs for customs
collection district No. 12, with headquarters at Pittsburgh
Pa. (Reappointment.)

Mr. ODDIE, from the Commiftee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably sundry nominations of
postmasters.

Mr. JOHNSON, from the Committee on Commerce, re-
ported favorably the nominations of the following-named
officers of the Coast and Geodetic Survey to the positions
named:

Junior hydrographic and geodetic engineer (with the
relative rank of lieutenant, junior grade, in the Navy):

Robert Alexander Marshall, of Massachusetts, vice H. A.
Paton.

Hydrographic and geodetic engineer (with relative rank
of lieutenant in the Navy) :

Hubert Alexander Paton, of Arkansas, vice G. C. Jones,
promoted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reports will be placed on
the Executive Calendar.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the
first time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. WATERMAN:

A bill (8. 4203) for the relief of William James Waters;
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

A bill (8. 4204) fo designate a memorial highway to be
known as the George Washington Bicentennial Highway;
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

By Mr. BLAINE:

A bill (8. 4205) for the relief of Harry A. Rutherford
(with an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr. BARKLEY:

A bill (8. 4206) granting an increase of pension to Lucinda
Stanton; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. PATTERSON:

A bill (S. 4207) granting a pension to Minnie Dean (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. VANDENBERG:

A bill (S. 4208) to authorize the President to reorganize
the executive departments and administrative branches of
the Government, and for other purposes; to the Commitiee
on Expenditures in the Executive Departments,

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts:

A bill (8. 4209) authorizing the establishment of a sea-
planebaseonCastIeIsIand.inthecitonBoston Mass.;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, SHIPSTEAD:

A bill (S. 4210) for the relief of William E. Crawford; and

A bill (S. 4211) to provide for the commemoration of the
Battle of Birch Coulee, in the State of Minnesota; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (S. 4212) for the relief of John H. Morse; to the
Committee on Claims.

A bill (S. 4213) authorizing the President to order Donald
0. Miller before a retiring board for a hearing of his case
and upon the findings of such board determine whether or
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not he be placed on the retired list with the rank and. pay
held by him at the time of his resignation; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BLAINE:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 128) proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United States repealing the
eighteenth amendment relating to prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. -

ABOLITION OF THE SHIPPING BOARD AND MERCHANT FLEET

CORPORATION

Mr. EING. Mr. President, a few days ago I introduced a
bill for the purpose of abolishing one of the unnecessary
bureaus of the Government—the Bureau of Efficiency. I
desire now to introduce a bill to abolish the Shipping Board
and Merchant Fleet Corporation, and ask its reference to the
appropriate committee.

By Mr. KING:

A bill (S. 4214) to abolish the United States Shipping
Board and the United States Shipping Board Merchant
Fleet Corporation and to provide for the disposal of their
assets and winding up of their affairs; to the Committee on
Commerce.

POISONOUS VOLATILE SUBSTANCES—AMENDMENT

Mr. BINGHAM submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (S. 3853) to regulate interstate
and foreign commerce in poisonous volatile substances in-
tended for household consumption, which was referred to
-the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to
be printed.

TARIFF ON OIL

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send to the desk an
anonymous letter written and circulated in West Virginia
protesting against a tariff or an excise tax on imported oil,
which I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The letter is as follows:

Marce 10, 1932.

You are probably aware that the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee released on Saturday, March 5, the revenue bill of 1932,
commonly referred to as the “ sales tax bill,” to balance the Fed-
eral Treasury Budget.

This bill is to be referred to the House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.,, on Thursday, March 10, for debate by the
entire membership on the floor of the House.

The bill as submitted provides for a 1 cent per gallon tax on

gasoline, fuel oll, gas oil, and crude oil imported into the United
States.

Experts of the United States Treasury Department have stated
that this import tax will bring no revenues. The inevitable result
will be the stoppage of the imports of gasoline, which will result
in increased prices of gasoline and oils in the eastern section of
this country.

Those in favor of this section of the bill have forced its in-
clusion in the Ways and Means Committee report by threat of
opposition to the sales tax as a whole. As now provided, this tax
on imported olls will amount to 90 per cent ad valorem on crude
oll, 70 per cent ad valorem on fuel oil, and 25 per cent ad valorem
on gasoline.

Republican orators in 1028 promised farm audiences that no
tariff would be levied on gasoline or fertilizers. In view of these
promises, the proposed tax, which is in reality a tariff, would be
fatal to the usual support of farmers in your section.

It is important that you immediately wire your United States
Senators and the Congressman from your district impressing upon
them that you are opposed to this 1 cent per gallon tax on im-
ported gasoline for the reasons outlined above. It would be well,
also, to call thelr attention to the violation of their 1928 promises.

Your United States Senators are: Hon. HENrY D. HaTFIELD and
Hon. Marraew M, NeeLY, Senate Office Bullding, Washington, D. C.

Your Congressmen from the State of West Virginia are: Hon.
CaArL G. BAcCHMANN, Hon. FraNE L. BowMmaN, Hon. RoBeRT L. HoGg,
Hon, Lynw S. Hornor, Hon. HueH IkE Sxorr, and Hon. JoE L.
SmrrH, House Office Bullding, Washington, D. C.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the importer and those
who are interested in foreign markets are always with us.
They are always concerned in what Congress does when if
comes to protecting home industry, which means the pro-
tection of home labor.

We had this experience in the Seventy-first Congress,
when the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill was under consideration.
We had it in the Customs Court, which has recently held
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the flexible feature of this law unconstitutional. We have
it in the ports of entry. Indeed, Mr. President, we have it
reflected from our universities through the economists.

In no nation, I believe, do we find such a flagrant dis-
regard for the protection of home industry as we experience
here in America on account of the attitude of Congress in
basing our cost differences upon foreign costs instead of
upon the cost price of home production.

The same campaign of the importer is carried on through-
ouf the land, my own State being no exception.

On March 17, 1932, I called the attention of the Senate
to a telegram which I asked unanimous consent to have
incorporated in the Recorp, which is to be found on page
6330 of the RECORD.

To-day I have asked unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an anonymous communication dated March
10, 1932, and circulated in the State of West Virginia, dealing
with an excise fariff on oil imports.

The duplicity, cowardice, and treachery of the propaganda
against the oil excise tax are revealed again in the newest
stratagems. Anonymous letters, with nothing in the letter
or on the envelope to indicate the author, are being circu-
lated, urging the recipients to write their Senators and Con-
gressmen to oppose this tax. Since an excise tax on oil
would be of positive benefit to all the people of West Vir-
ginia, with the sole exception of those who are interested in
or employed by companies concerned with the importation
of cheap foreign oil, one may assume that these are respon-
sible for this sneaking form of propaganda.

Those anonymous lefters are as full of falsities as the
usual anonymous letter. Among other glaring misstate-
ments, they misrepresent the excise tax as amounting to 90
per cent ad valorem on crude oil and 70 per cent ad valorem
on fuel oil. The utter falsity of this is self-evident.

Similar letters are probably being circulated in other
States. Like the thousands of telegrams sent to Members of
Congress by the oil-importing companies last week, this is
quite evidently merely one more attempt to delude us into
the belief that the people are opposed to this measure, when
in reality those who understand it enthusiastically support it.

I feel that the Senate, the Congress, and the citizenship
throughout the country should be informed as to the actions
of those who are interested in seeing to it that certain im-
ports continue to come into this country without interfer-
ence and without any protection to home industry, this
inevitably destroying our home industry.

ADDRESS ON GEORGE WASHINGTON BY SENATOR WALSH OF MASSA-
CHUSETTS

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert in the Recorp a very eloquent address delivered by the
senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WarLsua]l at Wake-
field and Somerville, Mass., on February 22, which was the
official opening of the bicentennial in Massachusetts this
year.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

WASHINGTON'S TRIALS AND OUR ANXIETIES

This day 200 years ago the man whom all Americans love
to call * the Father of his Country " was born. We meet to-night
to honor his memory and to inaugurate in Massachusetts com-
memorative bicentennial observances that are to continue through-
out the Nation during this year of 1932.

It is fitting that on such an cccasion we should lay aside
our thoughts of present-day affairs, our concern about the busi-
ness depression and taxes, our perplexities over unemployment,
our controversles over prohibition, our anxietles about the disarm-
ament conference at Geneva and a raging war in the Far East,
and that we should turn back the pages of history and mentally
contemplate the conditions in this land in the days of George
Washington—the days when this Nation was being formulated.

We were all familiar in school days with the simple history
of those early times, yet their circumstances and happenings are
apt to be forgotten in the rush of current events. To-day we
pause to recall them and weigh their significance.

The scriptures use the expression “think on these things.” If
we are to maintain the ideals of the founders, it is likewise neces-
sary that we “ think on these things.” It is for this purpose that
anniversaries are observed.

Each generation has its problems. We have ours. Washington
and the fathers had theirs. Let us consider briefly some of them
and make some comparisons.
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When Paul Revere rode through Lexington and Concord, there
were less than a million able-bodied freemen in the thirteen
Colonies, less than 3,000,000 men, women, and children, white
and black, on the entire continent. Most of them were de-
pendent on the toil of their own hands for their bread and shel-

. Many winters some of them went hungry. Wood was thelr
only fuel. Medical care was scarce. Schooling was rudimentary
and fragmentary., Travel was slow and fraught with hardship
and danger. *Of recreation, as we know it to-day, there was none.

Yet they were happy and, except for their against the
royal governors and the exactions of the mother country, they
regarded themselves as contented and prosperous. They did not
complain of their lot or grumble about hardships. They were
accustomed to gather in their churches and render thanks to thelr
Creator for His many blessings and mercy. They were God-fearing
and God-trusting men and women. They found peace and con-
tentment in steadfast reliance upon the Creator.

These men fought the Reyolutionary War, when there were no
Red Cross nurses, no Salvation Army, no Young Men's Christian
Association or Knights of Columbus entertainmenf huts. They
won the war, and founded our Republic, framed a Constitution
that in all its essential aspects remains unchanged to this very
day. Wi ton had to guide the army and afterwards the young
Republic through intrigue and faction, for Washington labored
in no harmonious environment. In addition to eternal strife and
discontent among the colonists, he had unceasing struggles with

foes on our coast and savage foes on our frontiers.

The early Congresses had numerous debates about State rights,
about governmental offices, about raising the meager revenues re-
quired by the Central Government—aye, even about the very
preservation of the Union. They were not concerned with bullding
post offices and roads and improvement of rivers and harbors, with
child labor laws, workingmen's compensation acts, anti-injunction
bills, 5-day week plans, and other of our present-day problems.
They were not dealing with juvenile delinquency, with narcotics,
with tariffs, with woman suffrage, with prohibition enforcement,
nor with trusts and monopolies, nor with world courts and leagues
of nations.

Times were often hard. Poverty had not been abolished then or
since. Banks, such as there were, failed then 2s now. Droughts
came, with fire and other disasters. Yet with all the Nation grew
and prospered, population multiplied, and the citizenry of the land
for the most part did not grumbie over their lot. They had se-
cured for themselves the blessings of liberty; they believed fixedly
that they were living under the best government in the world, in
the fairest land In the world, with greater opportunities and
blessings for their posterity than were to be had elsewhere in the
world.

We will do well during these coming months to contemplate
the days of George Washington, the stolc courage of the people,
their simple joys, and then to contempilate our own circumstances
to-day and our abundant blessings. To-tay we are a Nation of
120,000,000 people, possessed of the most richly endowed area on
the globe. We have abundant homes with material comforts not
found in the palaces of kings a century ago. To-day we take
for granted our plastered walls, our furnace heat, our gas and
electric light, telephone and radio, our automobiles, and our
movies.

We have some discontent and disorders in our great cities, some
criminal classes in our population, rum runners on our seas,
unfaithfulness in places of public trust, but despite these by-
products of the present era, the average citizen enjoys a security
in his life and property quite unknown to those early pioneers,
who slept with muskets by their sides to protect their lives and
their loved ones from the Indians and who could never make a
sea voyage without risk of attack by pirates.

To-day we have an aggregate national wealth represented by
stores of gold, by railroads and factories and buildings, and by
deposits of copper and coal and oil beyond the imagination of
King Solomon.

We have fine highways from one end of the country to the
other; we have schools—iree schools for every child. We have
more colleges than we can count, We have lbraries and hospitals,
parks and playgrounds, golf courses and beaches. Medical science
has conquered much of the pestilence and disease which ravaged
nations a century ago. Doctors and nurses ease our pain when
we fall sick. It is well to pause and to consider these things, to
appraise our manifest good fortunes, especially at a time like the
present, when we are so prone to see only our misfortunes.

Many men and women willing to work are out of work. The
unemployment situation is serious. Many business men are in
bankruptcy. Many persons have seen their life savings disappear
almost overnlght in the great fall in the guoted prices of goods
and securities, in the fallures of companies and of banks.

We grumble over what we regard as the heavy burden of taxa-
tion. We worry about the gold standard. We rise in alarm over
what we fancy may be the spread of communism and anarchy in
our land. We protest war in the Far East. We become heated over
political differences. We have admittedly a deep and grave social
problem to deal with in prohibition.

1 do not wish to seem to minimize these matters. But I sub-
mit that all of our present troubles are greaily minimized when
set alongside of our blessings; that our present hardships are as
nothing when compared with those bravely endured by our fore-
fathers.

One priceless treasure, however, was possessed by George Wash-
ington and his compatriots, which we to-day seem for the most
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part to have lost. That was the sustaining comfort of belief in
the wise guidance and the protecting power of an omnipotent God.

While we have made tremendous gains in a material way, yet
any comparison between the present and Washington's period
that is not superficial will emphasize the fact that the spiritual
values that were a source of strength, inspiration, comfori, and
¢contentment to Washington and his compatriota have largely dis-
eppeared. We seem to have disregarded the spiritual forces and
influences that led the founders to seek divine guidance in all
their private and public undertakings. Their trust and confidence
in the justice and wisdom of God is one of the most outstanding
and pronounced facts in their history.

Has not the absence of the staple influence of the religious
teachings and discipline of the earller days of the Republic thrown
preseni~day society violently out of balance in those primary essen-
tials to real and permanent contentment and progress? Observe
the absence of the religious influences so pronounced in the days
of Washington in three major activities of our society, namely,
in the education of the youth, in our economic life, and in the
probity essential to the wise administration of government, mu-
nicipal, State, and Federal.

Compare the home and religious tralning of the youths of
Washington's day and to-day. Now millions grow up in crewded
centers apart from religious contacts. An appalling number of
our future citizens are receiving an education and training for
life unnurtured by spiritual influences and indifferent to the
restraints of divine law.

The absence of this influence has become marked in every
avenue of life. It is noticeably absent in modern commerce and
economics. We have substituted for Iindividual responsibility
and ethics, In the commercial and industrial field, an economic
creature known as a corporation. A corporatfion is a " persona
artificialis " created by the state to facilitate and speed up the
large and extensive projects of commerce, By iis very nature
and creation the corporation removes bility from the
individual and places it upon a third artificial entity which is

.not endowed with morality or spiritual guidance. Its limitations

are set only by civil law and human statute., Its abuse has
brought to soclety many of its present ills and troubles because
it has eliminated that concept of justice and charity which is
the basis of all religious teachings.

We can not deny that material and mechanical benefits have
accrued to soclety by the gigantic efforts of corporations in de-
veloping our natural resources and increasing itremendously the
volume of wealth and mechanical ease and comforts of family
life; nevertheless the loose system of creating unlimited securi-
ties in the form of stocks and bonds and the distribution of
such paper on an innocent, frequently unprotected cl A
is indefensible and is the result of the substitution of greed,
gain, and materialism for the divine precept, " Thou shalt not
steal.”

The soulless character of these state-created substifutes for
individual effort and responsibility has led to a growing protest
among the masses of working people against economic conditions
that deprive them of a sufficient income from their labors “to
support thamselves, their wives, and children in reasonable and
frugual comfort,” and to lay saside sufficlent reserve to protect
them from the horrors of poverty in the declining years.

As a result of the absence of supernatural influences in modern
economics, society has been rocked again and again by explosive
combats that have at times threatened not only to lessen faith In
government but also to create intensive class rivelries, dispropor-
tionate distribution of wealth, poverty and economic distress in
reoccurring cycles—indeed, apprehensive as to the possible sur-
vival of democracy and capitalism. The economic order of our day
has tended to make sociefy info a mechanical thing instead of an
ethical and morally responsible thirg. This is, indeed, a stupen-
dous departure from the ideals of the men of Washington's era.

The lesson that must impress itself upon us, as we reflect upon
the past and the present, is that there will be no lasting solution
or permanent reconstruction of our economic life unless it is in-
spired by the divinely taught principles of justice, equality, and
charity that guided Washington and the other patriots of his
epoch. The economic crisis of the present hour is unmistakable
evidence that if we rebuild on the sands of greed and selfishness
we shall rebuild in vain.

May we not in this year of nation-wide celebration in honor of
the great Washington come to realize the necessity of restoring to
America the powerful influence for peace, progress, and security
that the spiritual forces alone can provide. In no better way can
we honor the memory of Washington. In no more lasting manner
can we assure the preservation of the inheritances of liberty and
the blessings of free government that have come down to us {from
Washington.

There are many characteristics of Washington we would do well
to imitate. His fortitude, his courage, his herolsm; his willingness
to sacrifice self and to forego pecuniary rewards; his breadth of
vision that lifted him above all pettiness and partisanship into the
clear realm of a true patriotism; yet most important of all, if the
Republic is to be preserved, we must do what he did—commit our
citizenship and public service to Divine Providence.

Seldom did George Washington pen a document or render a
public speech until he had committed himself and his cause to
Divine Providence. Upon that eternal, impregnable support he
based his life, his career, his cause. In a word, his life was com-
passed with the divine. Through the record of his years of
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worship and service as a communicant and vestryman of the little
Virginia church may be traced that inner stream of the spirit
which emerged in that mighty flood of deeds of devotion and
sacrifice. His life was a constant witness to God, and his char-
acter was molded to the principles of his religious training. Be-
cause of this he did not hesitate to emphasize in his immortal
Farewell Address the importance of religion as a support to
government and an essential to good citizenship.

To the end of our national existence and to the end of inter-
national civilization Washington's fame will endure and his
name will be held in veneration. This Nation owes him a debt of
gratitude which it never can fully discharge. The youth of to-day
and the men of to-morrow may inbreathe inspiration from his
living memory. Rulers and public servants of this and every land
may well emulate his public virtues and lofty concept of the
public trust. All who believe that true democracy can run its
course only by following divine guidance may rejoice with grateful
hearts for ‘the life of George Washington.

RADIO ADDRESS BY SENATOR BROOKHART ON THE PROGRESSIVE
PROGRAM IN CONGRESS

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a radio address delivered by the
senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrooxHART] in Chicago on
The Progressive Program in Congress on March 19, 1932.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The death of Theodore Roosevelt changed the whole course of
American history. After that untimely event, the Government
in all its branches literally fell into the arms of “ big business.”
This. surrender began during the last days of President Wilson's
administration and during his illness. If Roosevelt had lived he
certainly would have been President again, Then the sordid
story of Harding, Fall, Daugherty, of Mellon, and Eugene Meyer
would never have been writlen, The elder La Follette stood
stoutly against this financial rule, and his giant efforts live to-day
in the revival of the progressive cause.

This may be properly designated as the era of " business In
government.” It was “business” that put the jokers in the
Federal reserve act and drove the surplus credit of the country to
New York for promotion and speculation. It was “ big business”
that lowered the interest rate to itself for speculation and long-
time bond issues and raised it on agriculture and every other
little business, It was * big business ” that seized control of the
War Finance Corporation and the Federal land bank, the inter-
mediate credit bank, and, finally, the Federal Farm Board itself
for the destruction of the family farm home and the promotion
of the corporation farm.

It was “ big financlal business" that promoted and sponsored
the transportation act, pumped §7,000,000,000 of water into the
valuation of the railroads, raised agricultural rates 60 per cent
together with what had gone before, and dipped a cash subsidy of
$529,000,000 from the Treasury of the United States.

It was “ business in government " that built ships with public
funds and at enormous cost and then sold them to itself for a

EONg.

It was “ big business ” that planned in secret to force a general
deflation in May, 1920, postponed it, and further inflated so it
could secure ample credit for its own protection, let it fall in Oc-
tober, and, according to the Manufacturers’ Record, deflated agri-
culture in the whole sum of $32,000,000,000 and little business by
eighteen billions more, while it itself rode through triumphant upon
the credit savings of the people. It was “ big business " that or-
ganized the chain-store system. It was “big business" that
demanded a branch banking system; that sent its bank examiners
out to decry loans to farmers; closed 6,000 banks because they had
frozen agriculture paper, although for 55 years that paper was
the best the bank could get; advised investment in long-time
bonds, and until recently closed banks because the bonds had
depreciated. It was *“ big business” that passed our tariff laws
and sacrificed our foreign markets on the altar of greed. It was
“big business” that organized the Power Trust, seized the great
power resources of our country, and more than doubled the price
of electricity to our people. It was “ big business” that took its
surpluses, accumulated under tariff protection, went abroad, and
built factorles to break down American laborers and farmers with
the cheaper labor of foreign lands.

It was “big business,” gone mad with power and the lust for
profits, that inflated all stocks and bonds and kited their values 400
or 500 per cent into the sky. Then, in spite of all the wisdom of
high finance, the bubble burst Still, “ big business " laughed for
a time, declared more dividends than ever, marshaled its eco-
nomic armies, and finally stopped the panic at a value level still
200 per cent up in the air,

Agriculture lay prostrate where it had been since 1920. More
than a million and a half farmers had lost their homes or their
life savings. BSix million workers were discharged to protect
profits of *biz business.” Normal business ceased to function.
* Big business " still looked on with contempt and in scorn. When
we get ready we will cure it all with another stock boom and let
our big banks crawl out. We want the little ones destroyed, but
we must save the big ones so they can put out branches in place
of the little ones.

They first planned a consolidation of the big eastern rallroads
as a basis of & big stock boom. This met SBenator Couzens and
blew up. Stocks went still lower. Then came the moratorium of
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foreign debts. For a few days the boom prevailed, but too many
knew these stocks and bonds were still inflated enormously and
began unloading, and again the boom collapsed. The next is the
15 per cent freight-rate advances, but that has gone stalemate,
and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation likewise. Now the
big financial crowd stands appalled at the wreck and ruin it has
wrought and trembles for its own financial safety. They must
have a scapegoat, so they point back 13 years to the war and then
sigh 1t was all inevitable because of the war, They think the
people will forget that we were a debtor nation when the war
began and soon pald over $5,000,000,000 with war profits. They
also want us to forget that directly and indirectly from war profits
we have loaned other people about twenty-four billions more, and
there was no default on these until we had been a year and a half
in this depression. No; the war did not cause it. It is the cul-
mination of *business in government.” It is the most colossal
failure in human history.

“Big business" has garnered extortlonate profits, but it has
rulned the general prosperity of the country. The duty of civili-
zation is to provide employment for everyone, so he can earn
Tood, clothing, shelfer, and education for his family, “Big busi-
ness in government ™ has falled in these great purposes. In spite
of its manipulation of both great political parties and of the sin-
ister philosophy of party regularity, it has failed. Since business
has falled to perform these fundamental obligations to the people,
it is n that the Government step in and perform these
duties. There is no other choice, and this is the great issue before
the next session of Congress,

The question then arises, Has the Government a better chance
of success than the eternal gamble of “ big business"? History so
declares. All admit that the best thing in our civilization is the
public-school system operated by the government of the States
and by the Government of the United States in the District of
Columbtia, the Canal Zone, and the Territories.

The next item in importance is our public-road system, oper-
ated by the States and the Federal Government jointly. There
is one little blot, and that is private business in toll bridges, which
must certainly be removed.

Next in importance is the post-office system, more efficlent than
any private business of its magnitude in the world. Yes; it oper-
ates at a deflcit, because it furnishes a magnificent service at the
lowest rates in history. The deficit is paid mainly by a tax upon
the big profiteers, who have ruined the country, and is therefore
an added advantage to all the people.

Next comes the great Panama Canal. There is no more success-
ful and efficient enterprise in this world to-day. The Government
has its power plants furnishing current at about one-third the
cost of private business. There are great machine shops and dry
docks for service to the ships of the whole world, Government
farms, hotels and restaurants, cold-storage plants, and great stores
or commissaries with a vast business, low prices, and large profit.
Even the penitentiary is self-sustaining, perhaps the only one in
the world.

With a record like this in what the Government has already
done, the question will be presented as to what the Government
can do in Congress for the revival of prosperity to the whole
people. In September I said unless Congress is called in extra ses-
sion at an early date there will be little chance for any substantial
accomplishment. The national conventions will be coming on,
and every proposition will take a political color and be considered
more for its political effect than for its genuine merits. Of course,
I do not believe that these great questions can all be solved in any
one session of Congress. *“Blg business" itself is demanding. a
revolutionary reorganization, but something substantial could
have been accomplished if Congress had been convened in October.

Two problems that demand immediate attention and lay the
foundation for restoring prosperity are:

Pirst. The agricultural problem; and

Becond. The problem of unemployment.

There are two immediate phases of the agricultural problem:

First. The handling of the exportable surplus; and

Second. The marketing of the home demand.

At present agriculture is forced to sell its surplus in the domes-
tic market. That floods the market, breaks down its tariff pro-
tection, the surplus goes over into the free-trade markets of the
world, is sold in competition with all the world, the price fized
by that sale, cabled back to the exchanges in the United States,
and then the whole price in the home market fixed by the sale
of this surplus in these free-trade markets of the world,

Agriculture is the only American business in this situation.
Every other business that has an exportable surplus is financed
and removed, separates and segregates its surplus from the do-
mestic market. It is then sent abroad and sold to the best ad-
vantage in the best market that can be found. The same system
must be provided for agriculture. This can be done by increasing
the revolving fund to the Farm Board $1,000,000,000 or more,
and then giving it authority to pay losses, if any are finally sus-
tained in d’'sposing of the surplus in foreign markets, either by
8 debenture from the United States or an equalization
fee tax upon the farmers themselves. This is exactly what “ big
business " is doing with iis surpluses now. It is even using the
deposits of the farmers themselves in the banking systems of the
country for this purpose, while the funds allowed to the Farm
Board are wholly inadequate to accomplish the same purpose for
the farmers themselves, There must be no trifiing with this sur-
plus. It must all be removed from the domestic market, and if
this is done at a price up to the top of the tariff rates above the
world market the price of the farmers’ whole product will rise
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to the same level and to a cost of production level with an em-
bargo to protect.

On an average there is only about 10 per cent of farm products
that arve exportable. It is about 50 per cent of cotton, 20 per
cent of wheat, but less than 1 per cent of corn, and also oats,
and on an average less than 10 per cent in a series of years. This
i a small portion of the production to control the price fixing,
but nevertheless that is what it Is doing at the present time and
has been doing these many years. With such a small proportion
for export, farmers can well afford to pay the loss upon the sur-
plus if they can get a cost-of-production price and cooperative

fit upon the 90 per cent which is used at home. This is not

e rubber and coffee, which were wholly export propositions
and must find foreign markets. Only 10 per cent of ours is for-
eign, and the balance we can control at home as we did during
and after the war.

If this were done for agriculture, it would, in turn, start many
wheels of industry, and thus meet part of the question of unem-
ployment. Agriculture was stricken down in 1820. It has stayed
down ever since. If represents more than one-third of the buy-
ing power of the American people. It can not be stricken down
and its credit destroyed, as has been done for the last 11 years,
without bringing unemployment and general depression. There-
fore agriculture is basic in this situation and should receive the
first attention from the Government of the United States. I do
not think this would correct all of the unemployment, and I
think it would require at least $3,000,000,000 more to start public
works and provide jobs for the rest of the seven or eight million
who are now unable to get them.

Nobody believes in the dole. In the language of another:

* It is twice cursed—it hardens him that gives, and softens him
that takes. It does more harm to the poor than exploitation,
because it makes them willing to be exploited. It breeds slavish-
ness, which is moral suicide.”

What men want is not charity but a fair chance to earn their
own living. However, we have found many men, women, and
children hungry this winter. They must be fed. The Treasury
of the United States must not be exempt. It is constantly re-
plenished by taxes upon the extortionate profits of the great
capitalists, who discharge their men to protect these same profits.
Our civilization and our Government owe these men these jobs.
They have failed in thelr duty, therefore the starving must be
fed for emergency relief, regardless of offensive names or processes.

There is a special situation as to the unemployed of the World
War, of whom there are more than 750,000. We have by law
admitted a debt to them in the form of adjusted compensation
and postponed the payment of it to 1845. This debt should be
paid now, and they should not be sent out with their tin cups
begging of the Red Cross or any other charitable institution.

If these temporary things had been done in an early session,
we might have some time to consider a permanent reorganization
and remedy. Since 1922 and up to the depression, our national
income was about $90,000,000,000 a year. This means 8750 for
each man, woman, and child in the United States, and about
$3,750 for each family of five.. This was enough income so that
we need have no depression in the price of farm values, no seven
or eight million workers unemployed if this income had been
properly distributed. We have produced enough in the United
States. We have a surplus of everything, while men are starving
and homeless. Our whole trouble is in distribution. We spent
about seventy-four or seventy-five billions of this for living ex-
penses, operating expenses of industries, taxes, and waste of com-
petition. This still léaves fifteen or sixteen billion dollars each
year as a net national income, and that represents the wealth
increase of our country. If all of this wealth increase had been
distributed to capital in such distribution, the return of capital
would have been less than 4 per cent, and that is all there is in
this American pool of production as it is now operated. This 4
per cent is all that we have to distribute over and above our
lving, such as it is. But we do not distribute it upon any such
theory. We organize these economic armies, these great corpora-
tions, these great combinations, and they go out fighting for 10
per cent, 40 per cent, 100 per cent, inflate their stock and bond
values, and distribute the wealth of the country In gamblers'
markets. This constant system of economic warfare has plunged
our country into eight major depressions in the last 50 years,
with seven little ones thrown in for good measure. We have
spent half our time for 50 years in getting in or getting out of
depression. Heretofore, agriculture came out first, because land
values were advancing. This time agriculture went down in
1920 and has stayed down because land values are still declining.
Other business revived in 1922 and then went into the great infla-
tion boom of 1929, but agriculture stayed down through it all.
It has had no power to help other business in this depression
and will have none until its buylng power is restored.

Therefore as a permanent remedy, our business system must be

. even revolutionized so we will distribute our earnings
upon the basis of this 4 per cent production. If that were done
and the waste of competition eliminated, then the distribution
might be raised to about 6 per cent. If that were distributed
properly to all the people, depressions would end in the United
States and this past 50 years of tragic history would never be
repeated.

In order to effect this distribution, Federal taxation of excess
profits is necessary. A part of the funds could be raised by the
issuance of legal tender Treasury notes without interest, but there
1s a limit to this sort of finanecing. Since 1820 there has been a
very material reduction per capita of our circulating money. This
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18 one of the strong contributing causes of the depression and In a,
large part accounts for the low price level of all commodities, It
is the most oppressive element iipon the people who owe debts in
the whole situation. Perhaps two or three billion dollars of legal-
tender money without taxes upon anybody could be issued for
farm relief, soldiers' bonus, and public enterprises before anything
like justice would be restored between debtor and creditor. This
would also help restore land values and other commodity values,
which everybody now concedes to be desirable. The balance of
the funds necessary should be raised by graduating corporation,
taxes, raising the higher brackets of incomes, and heavily increas-
ing the estate and gift taxes and abolishing the 80 per cent refund
to the States.

A sales tax has also been suggested. For the most part this is
a tax directly upon the people, who are not able to pay it. The
only sales tax ever suggested that meets the approval of pro-
gressive thought was suggested by Senator Grass. He proposed & b
per cent tax on all resales on stock exchanges within 60 days from
date of purchase. This tax would produce a large revenue from a
source that ought to pay it and at the same time be a better
regulation of stock gambling than other plans suggested. All of
these taxes which I have herein approved would make for the
redistribution of wealth to the people who by their labor have
actually produced it.

We were told that congressional agitation was p this
depression, that prosperity was just around the corner, and with
the adjournment of Congress we would catch up with it at once.
Congress adjourned, and the depression has grown deeper every
day, until now the whole country is crying to Congress. Is Con-
gress answering the call? No; under a bipartisan dictatorship of
the eastern financial machine the West and the South are for-
gotten, Even many of their own Representatives worship at the
shrine of this economic god. They pass a $2,000,000,000 recon-
struction bill, mainly for the rellef of speculators in stocks and
bonds, and grudgingly allow only two hundred million for closed
banks in the West and SBouth, which need three times as much,
They defeated the only substantial relief for the unemployed.
Now, turning to the Treasury deficit, they propose to balance the
Budget by a sales tax upon the poor, while the big incomes escape
taxation by subtracting their stock-gambling losses. It is with
especlal delight that I note the defeat of this scheme so far under
the fearless, progressive leadership of LaGuarnia, of New York, and
Swing, of California. The most sinister development in this bi--
partisan leadership is the evident design to defeat all substantial
rellef for agriculture or unemployment. This bipartisan combina-
tion is now filibustering trivial items in appropriation bills, re-
committing them, killing time, and running the session into the
conventions, when it can adjourn without accomplishment. If
the farmers, the laborers, the soldiers, and the independent busi-
ness men of the West and the South, yes, and of the East, too,
are listening in upon this address, let this be a call to action.
Demand of your Congressman and your Senator that they give
you a legislative set-up that will pay a cost-of-production price
to the farmers, public works that will give unemployed labor a
job, a deflated dollar that is honest between debtor and creditor,
a reduction of Government expenses by reducing war profits in
peace time, pay the soldiers their adjusted compensation, and levy
the taxes upon the big incomes, big estates, and speculative busi-
ness to pay the bill. This will redistribute some of the amassed
wealth of the country and build a solid foundation for prosperity,
and not a stock-watering infiation for speculation. It should now
be apparent to all that prosperity can not return until the buying
power of the farmers, the laborers, and the soldiers is restored.
That can all be done at the present session of Congress, but it will
not be done unless these great masses arise and demand it in
terms that can not be denied.

ATLAS OF WASHINGTON'S TRAVELS

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, among other things that the
Bicentennial Commission has authorized to be printed is an
atlas that depicts the travels of General Washington, and
also shows many of his most important surveys.

This work was referred to a subcommittee of the Bicen-
tennial Commission, of which the distinguished Member
from Maryland [Mr. Typincs] was the chairman. The atlas
has come from the printer. I know that every Senator will
be very much interested in its examination. It contains 25
different plates that are reprints of maps that were made
by General Washington in his graphic drawing. It also
contains quite a number of battle maps. It also contaiuns
his drawings illustrative of his surveyings of the lands that
he himself surveyed, the ones that he owned. It is a very
unusual work.

I am making this announcement for the benefit of the
Senators. I fthink a copy will be sent to each Member of the
Senate and each Member of the House.

AMENDMENT OF TARIFF ACT OF 1930

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
6662) to amend the tariff act of 1930, and for other purposes.
Mr. HULL. Mr. President, a stranger dropping into these
galleries to-day and listening to the impassioned address
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of the distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] would

have wondered whether our present-day tariffs are pri-
marily intended to protect the helplessness of infancy or the
decrepitude of old age. One would ordinarily imagine that
some reference would be made to the infancy of industries in
connection with tariff discussions.

I recall that Alexander Hamilton prescribed a tariff level
of 812 per cent in this country, and stated that when an
industry had had full and ample time and opportunity in
which to grow and develop, and failed to do so, it should
be abandoned as not economically justified.

After the War of 1812 I think the tariff level was jumped
up to about 20 per cent. The act of 1828 raised it 30 to
45 per cent, on the average. The Walker tariff was about
30 per cent, on the average. The tariff of 1857 was 24 per
cent. The Civil War tariff was 48 per cent, on the average.
The McKinley tariff was 50 per cent. The Dingley tariff
was 52 per cent. Finally, so many articles, not all com-
petitive, were placed on the dutiable list with small rates as
to lower somewhat the average ad valorem during subse-
quent years. Under the Smoot Act the average rate on duti-
able imports for the last calendar year was 50.9 per cent.
Probably 80 per cent of the dutiable imports to this country
bear an average ad valorem rate under this act of 60 to 65
per cent.

From listening to the Senators who have spoken with
great concern about a few pairs of shoes or some other com-
modity or article getting into this country from abroad, one
would easily conclude that the supreme problem in this
country to-day pertains to stopping whatever cracks and
crevices may be found in our present Smoot-Hawley tariff
law, in order to prevent any sporadic item or any novelty
or specialty or other product in some way indirectly or re-
motely or speculatively competitive from getting into this
country, and, perhaps, bringing about the insolvency of some
“ struggling industry ” 125 years old.

Mr, President, there are other conditions and problems in
this country, in my opinion, of far greater magnitude and
urgency than these little minor and insignificant phases of
our present tariff situation which are being given such seri-
ous and particular emphasis by Senators on the other side.
I realize, however, that we are approaching a quadrennial
election in this Nation, and that bids will be thrown out
here and there for campaign contributions. Some of our in-
dustries will be persuaded that they are in danger—not in
imminent danger, but in possible future danger—of some
kind of competition from somewhere, and, therefore, that
they ought o get in here and secure tariff recognition on the
eve of this election, which, like all others, of course, must be
financed.

Mr. President, it seems to me that this great body would
do well fo devote more of its time and thought and atten-
tion to the real conditions and problems that confront this
country, rathér than to duck and dodge and run away from
them, and devote hours and days here, as I said, to hair-
splitting distinctions about rates of tariff that might per-
chance permit some nondescript items of imports to filter
into this country, and devise ways and means, if possible,
to bar them out.

The present panic, unprecedented in its depth and intens-
ity, owes its origin to deep-seated and fundamental causes.
The Federal administration, its supporfers and advisers,
however, have not thus far proposed any program of basic
remedies for these basic causes. They frankly avow their
purpose, on the contrary, to confine any panic cures to
purely local, superficial, or temporary treatment in the way
of palliatives or soporifics or first aid. For these, let them
have even more than their share of credit.

This is what I would direct attention to, while it gets
away from the minor and insignificant items of tariff im-
portations. These awful conditions of business depression,
however, have been permitted to run virtually two years
without any adeguate plan even to administer this first-
aid treatment.

The distinguished Senator from Indiana, I think, agreed
a while ago that he had not gaged or measured the scope
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and extent and depth of the panic until it had been raging
in this country, and spread throughout the world, for some
eight months. That was significant that Senators with great
ability and wide intelligence were not able to identify
the nature of this deep-seated panic until it had scattered
wreck and ruin among hundreds of millions of people here
and elsewhere for eight months. I submif, Mr. President,
that it is high time that we were brushing aside some of
these minor tariff inconsequentials and giving our real
thought and effort to a more thorough analysis of present
financial and industrial and general economic conditions
and remedies for them.,

I am wondering how long the American people will be
content to undergo the incalculable losses and injuries of
the existing panic situation and permit, without any com-
plaint, the Federal administration, while dodging responsi-
bility for a permanent cure, to trifle and dally with purely
minor and temporary phases of it.

It is really amazing that the blind and shortsighted course
of the Government in thus dealing with mere symptoms,
pursued so smugly and complacently, has not before now
met with sweeping and indignant challenge by the best
thought of all political parties, of the press, and of every
other informed and unselfish group of persons, with vision,
courage, and constructive capacity. I warn governmental
and political leaders that there is a limit to human pa-
tience, distress, and panic privations. and that unless these
leaders bestir themselves and cease to trifie with the real
and fundamental phases  of the depression situation the
millions of unemployed, the tens of millions of agricultural
population, and most of the American public, all the vic-
tims of unsound economic policies and incompetent business
leadership, will peacefully assemble in their respective local-
ities and demand that so-called leaders assign some reason
for their complete failure and unwillingness or incapacity
thus far to offer the semblance of a program that would
cure, not the mere symptoms alone but the fundamental
causes of the depression and so avoid periodical recurrence
of a similar panic.

The Hoover administration is clinging blindly to a list of
temporary emergency relief measures and also to the most
extreme phases of economic nationalism or isolation, as its
sole economic policy at the present critical stage. It seems
utterly blind to the patent truth that the former, at most,
can only bring about very partial, unbalanced, and temporary
prosperity in this country alone, leaving the balance of the
world in its present prostrate condition, while the admin-
istration’s wild pursuit of the mad policy of economic na-
tionalism will, instead of really curing, seriously aggravate
both domestic and world business conditions. Of what avail
would be the limited, lopsided, and temporary period of pros~
perity in this country alone if the basic domestic and world
causes of the panic are to remain undisturbed and intact
with the inevitable and certain result that we might, at any
time in the future, be visited by another equally destructive
depression?

It is my unalterable opinion that the practice of the half-
insane policy of economic isolation during the past 10 years
by America and the world under American leadership is the
largest single underlying cause of the present American and
world panic, and that a gradual or material reversal and
modification of this policy, so suicidal especially to a great
creditor and surplus-preducing country, is an indispensable
prerequisite if this and the other nations are to be restored
to full, sound, and well-balanced prosperity which will not
be limited nor lopsided nor, what is most important, subject
periodically to recurring panics.

This absurd attempt of every nation to live unto itself
and aloof from others has resulted in a breakdown of inter-
national confidence, credit, finance, exchange, and trade,
and is gradually pushing the world into bankruptcy. Ex-
ports of goods the world over have diminished by nearly
one-half, unemployment is running into the tens of mil-
lions, business is prostrate, and agriculture is utterly im-
poverished. To what extent are we going to give attention
to these real problems? To what extent are we going to
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abandon them and run away from them and join the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah and a few others here in
discussing these flyspecks, which we can only discover with
a microscope on the insurmountable walls of the Smoot-
Hawley tariff law? To what extent must these unthinkable
conditions of distress and loss become still more aggra-
vated before the intelligent thought of the Nation will assert
itself and demand the application of modernized economic
policies to our whole transformed industrial and commercial
conditions, in lieu of the utterly obsolete policy of super-
protection and its accompanying trade barriers which have
become an economic blight and scourge here and every-
where? Can not every person plainly see the 10-year re-
sults of existing economic policies—that the American peo-
ple, with the exception of a small group, that always uses
the Government to get rich, notwithstanding these years of
unbounded opportunity for human progress, are worse off
in every important respect than in 1920?

Yet no remedy is offered except to put the whole ma-
chinery of this great Government to work for an indefinite
time to see whether Bill Jones is not suffering on account
of the importation of a pair of shoes from some other part
of the world or find a way to block that pair of shoes from
coming in in the future.

The mad pursuit of economic nationalism or aloofness or
seclusion—every nation striving to live unto itself—has
proved utterly empty and disastrous. This attractive theory
contemplates that each country shall surround itself by high
and ever higher tariff walls, with an accompanying network
of restrictions, reprisals, embargoes, and retaliations, and
with the very minimum of economic contacts with others.
Every nation is expected to produce all articles or commodi-
ties it needs, that may be humanly possible, regardless of
costs. Each nation would sell, but none would buy, and
each would feverishly get ready for the next war by thus
making itself completely self-contained. High wages and
high living standards to labor in each of the 95 countries
of the world, under this theory, have become a mere matter
of legislative enactment.

Under the benign effects of this plan of high protection
and other trade barriers it would be a close question as to
whether agriculture or industry would grow rich more rap-
idly. Each nation would either pay its debts in gold instead
of goods or secure their cancellation. Each country also
would practically consume what is produced. Since most
countries, with their productive capacities thus highly stim-
ulated artificially, proceeded, during past years, to produce
in numerous lines more than each could consume at home,
each has undertaken to utilize bounties, rebates, drawbacks,
subventions, and most every other kind of device to force
exports of surpluses on other countries. Each country thus
glutted with surpluses is also practicing the most obnoxious
phases of paternalism by government devices for purposes
of valorization, pooling, pegging prices, restricting output,
and similar methods, all of which thus far have broken
down and reacted disastrously upon the producer.

The following article, written 50 years ago by a great
economist and teacher, Prof. Willlam G. Sumner, aptly
iioes:ribes the present-day spirit of paternalism, plunder, and

ot:

The Government is to give every man a pension and every man
an office and every man a tax to raise the price of his product, and
to clean out every man’s creek for him, and to buy all his unsal-
able property, and to provide him with plenty of currency to pay
his debts, and to educate his children, and to give him the use of

a library and a park and & museum and a gallery of plctures, On
every side the doors of waste and extravagance stand open, and
spend, squander, plunder, and grab are the watchwords * * *,
Who pays for it all? The system of plundering each other soon
destroys all that it deals with. It produces nothing. Wealth
comes only from production, and all that the wrangling grabbers,
loafers, and jobbers get to deal with comes from somebody’s toil
and sacrifice.  'Who, then, is he who provides if all? Go and find
him, and you will have once more before you the forgotten man.
You will find him hard at work, because he has a great many to
support. Nature has done a great deal for him in giving him a
fertile soll and an excellent climate, and he wonders why it is
that, after all, his scale of comfort is so moderate. He has to get
out of the soil enough to pay all his taxes, and that means the
cost of all the jobs and the fund for all the plunder. The forgot-
ten man s delving away in patient industry, supporting his fam-

ily, paying his taxes, casting his vote, supporting the church and
the school, reading his newspaper, and cheering for the politician
of his admiration, but he is the only one for whom there is no
provision in the great scramble and the big divide.

Can all the people of all the nations of the earth be fooled
all the time? How much longer will the Hoover administra-
tion be permitted by the American people to rely alone upon
its present list of emergency panic measures, and how soon
will a peremptory demand be made upon all political parties
to offer a definite program dealing with the fundamentals of
the panic situation? The Federal administration contends
with pretended seriousness, as stated, that our couniry is
sufficiently equipped to be able by itself to bring about a
satisfactory state of prosperity; that by boot-strap methods
it can lift itself up to a satisfactory business level.

The minds of the President and his advisers seem to have
undergone an evolution as to the causes of the panic. Far
several months following the stock-market collapse the
President was sanguine that it was no more than a stock-
market flurry, due to excessive and uncontrolled specula-
tion in securities. He was sure that underlying conditions
were sound. The idea of world causes at this stage did not
aﬂwcurirtohjm. The panic was only a temporary and isolated

air,

A new and different impression, however, seemed to be-
come conclusive and clear in the mind of the President
during the late summer of 1930. Prior to this stage, and
on January 21, for example, the President announced that
employment had turned upward. On January 28 he ex-
pressed his pleasure at the upturn. On March 7 he de-
clared that 36 States were now normal. On May 1 he said
that the worst of the depression was over.

In his address to the American Bankers Association,
October 2, 1930, the President declared that—

This depression is world-wide. Its causes and effects lle only
partly in the United States.

The President also found that—

A perhaps even larger immediate cause of our depression has
been the collapse of prices following overproduction of important
raw materials, mostly in foreign countries.

He named rubber, copper, wheat, sugar, cotton, zinc, and
silver, among others. In his message of December 2, 1930,
the President reiterating, said that—

In the larger view the major forces of the depression now lie
outside the United States.

The idea seemed to be that the collapse of world com-
modity prices had reduced the buying power of many coun-
tries, resulting in the slowing down of demand for manu-
factured goods from ourselves and Europe, with inevitable
unemployment. The President was rather pointed in this
reference when he spoke to the American Bankers Associa-
tion in October, 1930.

It is interesting to observe that while changing his view
to the effect that “ the major forces of the depression now
lie outside of the United States,” the President at the same
time took pains to indicate that this very international situ-
ation to which he referred did not require international
treatment from the standpoint of American recovery from
the panic. He said at Cleveland that—

Because the depression is world-wide and because its causes
were world-wide, does not require that we should wait upon the
recovery of the rest of the world. We can make a very large
degree of recovery independently of what may happen elsewhere.

The theory of the President was that “ we are so remark-
ably self-contained " as to be able thus to recover. The
President seemed to think at this stage that—

Our recuperation has been retarded by the unwarranted degree
of fear and apprehension created by these outside forces.

He referred to overproduction of basic commodities, fol-
lowed by price falls, declining buying power abroad, and de-
clining demand, and to the general collapse of the world
economic situation.

The President and his advisers are wholly unable to see
any necessity for the constructive treatment of the funda-
mental causes of the panic—both domestic and world—
either from a standpoint of soundly curing the panic, or of
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preventing its recurrence by removing its basic causes. And
yet President Hoover, in 1928, said:

To insure continuous emplcryment and maintain our wagas we
must find a profitable market for our surpluses. * The
great war brought into bold relief the utter dependence of na-
tions upon foreign trade.

And yet, Mr. President, from the remarks of distinguished
Senators on the other side of the aisle we would have
thought the supreme paramount problem is about a few
thousand dollars of scattered, sporadic imports, instead of
this nation-wide and world-wide condition that has swept
hundreds and millions of people into the vortex of bank-
ruptey and insolvency.

The President in his Brazil speech, following his election,
said:

International trade is the lifeblood of civilization,

And I concur in what he said. The history of the human
race shows that the really great countries and cities which
have been built up have been trading countries and trading
cities. They levied tribute upon the culture and the learn-
ing, and the best habits and customs and manners of all
the peoples of every part of the world. Under this mod-
ernized postwar theory of economic isolation some would
have this great and powerful Nation, with unprecedented
equipment and resources of every kind, abrogate its oppor-
tunity to go out and develop its finances and commerce in
all parts of the world, to abrogate in favor of some second
or third or fourth rate nation simply because some 125-
year-old American industry, probably with an obsolete
plant and with some trifling son-in-law as general man-
ager, comes geose-stepping into the Capitol every so often
and reports that $15.25 worth of foreign products have
filtered in, or are about to filter in, on him.

William McKinley, in his Buffalo speech, said:

The period of exclusiveness is past. The expanslon of our trade
and commerce is the pressing problem. * * Reclprocity
treaties are in harmony with the spirit of the times; measures of
retaliation are not.

The Federal administration lightly ignores a long list of
vital facts fixing the place of the United States in the world
economic situation. In the first place, we are, as stated,
the greatest creditor and surplus-producing nation on the
planet. We have $28,000,000,000 loaned abroad, but the ad-
ministration supporters would say that this does not suggest
any international coordination, collaboration, or coopera-
tion. We have a vast amount of idle gold, but the adminis-
tration seems to imagine that one or two countries may
gobble up most of the gold of the world, store it in a cellar,
and be under no obligations to cooperate in the world ad-
ministration of the gold standard or in stabilizing monetary
conditions. The world market fixes the price of our entire
domestic output of cotton, hog products, wheat, and many
other commodities on an exporting basis, and these com-
modities are sufficiently numerous in turn to fix measurably
the entire wholesale commodity price level here at home;
and yet the blind isolationist is unable to detect any inter-
dependence of this and other nations economically.

The patent fact that from the standpoint of our own
enlightened self-interest there must be some conference and
cooperation to restore the international exchange, credit,
and trade situation which, under the effects of every sort
of artificial and arbitrary barrier, is in a state of virtual
collapse, is complacently ignored by the Hoover administra-
tion. The fact that international trade was never so com-
pletely choked and strangled by insurmountable tariff. walls
and almost every other similar imaginable restriction does
not remotely suggest to the Hoover mind that the further
obstruction and destruction of trade by these arbitrary
methods shall stop and that some international conference
and understanding is necessary for the practical accom-
plishment of this end. The fact is ignored that all govern-
ments, including our own, have plunged headlong into ex-
cessive expenditures, taxation, and debt, and that the most
ruthless economy and retrenchment everywhere is an indis-
pensable factor in permanent business recovery, and, of
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E:nuz'se. concerted governmental action becomes all impor-

Naturally, every American citizen and official, regardless
of differing political and economic views, are equally anxious
to see even temporary, uncertain, and limited conditions of
prosperity and to cooperate to the utmost for the accom-
plishment of this initial step or slight beginning,

It is an outrage upon the great, credulous, and suffering
people, however, for the spokesmen of that relatively small
but powerful group comprising the chief beneficiaries of
tariffs and other special privileges, to preach the brazen eco-
nomic falsehood that America has not the least concern
about the fact that the panic, regardless of how and where
it commenced, is now a hopelessly involved and world-related
affair, but blatantly proclaim our ability alone to deal ade-
quately with it. Many crushing and overwhelming economic
facts and conditions which have been pointed out.are con-
temptuously ignored by these spokesmen, such as the fact
that the fall of prices is world-wide; that the stoppage of
trade is world-wide; the decline of production is world-wide:
the difficulties of both public and private debtors are world-
wide; the troubles of creditors are world-wide; unemploy-
ment is world-wide; every sort of restriction on trade is
world-wide; the breakdown of the processes of exchange and
distribution is world-wide. And yet the narrow, blind, self-
ish, and all-powerful group, comprising the chief tariff and
special privilege beneficiaries, which at present have a
strangle hold on the Federal Government, hypocritically re-
quire their spokesmen to say to the suffering American peo-
ple that the remedy so far as America is concerned lies
chiefly within the power of our people and government alone.
Numerous Democrats, I regret to say, have been caught up
by these sinister forces, with the result that they are deaf,
dumb, and blind when it comes to proposing fundamental
remedies for existing fundamental panic causes. I have al-
most reached the painful conclusion that the President is
intimidated by these powerful and insolent forces. This
seems possible, in the light of the President’s defached utter-
ances on numerous occasions, including t.hose I have already
cited.

The President spoke fo the International Chamber of
Commerce on May 4. I am citing these utterances in or-
der, if possible, to convince somebody in this country that
the sound permanent prosperity of America requires not
only our impregnable home market but an expanding and
prosperous foreign market for the surpluses which many of
our greatest industries annually produce. Speaking to the
International Chamber of Commerce on May 4, the Presi-
dent said:

It is needless for me to emphasize the high degree of economic
interdependence of the world—we require no more emphatic
demonstration than the present world-wide depression. Although
the United States enjoys a far greater economic independence
than any other large country, yet we have been gravely affected
by world forces. The consideration and discussion of world-
wide economic problems and of the economic relations between
nations by men who have had to deal with the results of eco-

nomic forces can be most helpful to world understanding and
world cooperation in their solution.

In his more deliberate moments the President thus con-
firms in principle my entire contention.

At the time of the moratorium, on June 20, 1931, Presi-
dent Hoover frankly reasserted the same patent economic
truths to an important extent, as follows:

From a variety of causes arising out of the depression, such as
the fall in the price of foreign commodities and the lack of con-
fidence in economic and political stability abroad, there is an ab-
normal movement of gold into the United States which is lower-
ing the credit stability of many foreign countries. These and the
other difficulties abroad diminish buying power for our exports and
in a measure are the cause of our continued unemployment and
continued lower prices to our farmers,

Here is the President speaking with all possible delibera-
tion, and yet, Mr. President, this panic has been raging since
October, 1929, and no basic program has been adopted by
the administration, or by any political party or any cross
section of the press or any civic organization. It is true
that many individuals, including some Democratic leaders,
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have suggested one, and have in vain asserted its necessity,
but no such program has as yet been generally adopted.

I hope I may make a more accurate prediction, though,
perhaps, a sadder one, than was made by the distinguished
Senator from Indiana on June 13, 1930, at the time the
Smoot-Hawley bill was enacted, when I say that the people
here and in other important countries that have been pulled
down and broken down and Held down economically by the
pursuit of hopelessly unsound economic policies and pallia-
tives by this and other Governments are doomed to suffer
in increasing measure until finally they bestir themselves
and see to it that their public servants in every part of this
country and in other important countries will feel obliged to
sit down and deal with the fundamentals of these awful
panic conditions.

Are we going to be content merely to restore some local
business activity here at home such as we may be able to
restore by the administration of local stimulants? Are we
merely going to restore some limited business activity by
restoring some semblance of confidence and bringing out
from its hiding place some credit? What sane business man
does not know that, with these fundamental world-panic
conditions still éxisting, untouched and intact, they may
not in a night crash into our American business structure
and destroy what new local business they may have thus
created? Yet our Federal Government is apparently ob-
livious to the real and fundamental panic problems that are
so vital to the property and to the comfortable living of hun-
dreds of millions here and everywhere.

We are undertaking to sit supinely here at home and to
retain our self-centered state of mind, and yet, Mr. Presi-
dent, with 2,000,000,000 population on this planet 75 per
cent of them are living to-day in a state of what we would
call poverty; but, in the face of that situation, this great
productive Nation, with the greatest surplus-producing ca-
pacity in history, proposes to face back and inward and
pusillanimously confess that it has not the ability to step
out in front of the few other industrial nations and supply
the world with a large portion of the goods and necessities
that would go to make a decent living standard because a
few of our chief beneficiaries of the ultrahigh tariff are so
blind and selfish as to be utterly without vision.

If we had only had a Cecil Rhodes, without his unlawful
methods, or a Warren Hastings, or a Wakefield, who went
into Australia—if we had had any person in this country
with a creative mind and vision and reseclution, he would
have gone out and brought within the range of our trade
routes and of our surplus products untold markets; but,
Mr. President, we have been marching all these 10 or 12
years in precisely the opposite direction.

The President on July 6, 1931, in announcing that the
moratorium had been agreed to by important creditor gov-
ernments, repeated that—

The plan was particularly almed to economic relief, *= = *
It means tangible ald to unemployment and agriculture.

Let me make still more clear the deliberate attempt of the
world under American leadership to commit economic sui-
cide by reading from the chief publication of the United
States Department of Commerce, dated February 22, 1932,
in which they seek to describe the causes and effects, to
use their own language, of “the dominant forces now
prompting these measures of extreme nationalism and ap-
prehensive trade restriction,” as follows:

The cumulative effect of the world economic depression as it
continued Into its second year led many foreign countries to a
further tightening up of their markets during the year 1831, by
higher tariffs and by a varlety of other drastic trade-control
measures. The influence of the depression in this direction was
accentuated by the general shrinkage of exports, resulting in part
from the increased tariffs and other restrictive measures adopted
by many countries during 1830, and was aggravated by the finan-
cial difficulties of government, which spread rapidly after mid-
summer of 1831,

Under these exceptional conditions the usually dominant pro-
tective motive for the curtailment of imports has been often over-
shedowed during the past year by the need for in govern-
mental revenues, correcting adverse trade balances, protecting
currency values, or maintaining the Government's financial sol-
vency altogether. To attaln these ends, the trade-control meas-
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ures taken during 1231 have included not only Increases In duties
but quota limitations, restrictlons on imports in other forms,
exchange controls, and even gold embargoes, with all their con-
sequences. On the other hand, among the official measures to
stimulate exports, or improve export prices, have been special
tariff treaties, export subsidies, and governmental monopolies or
controls of trade in particular commodities.

The measures in process and the plans in prospect in various
countries early in 1832 foreshadow still greater contraction of
International trade during the year ahead, including many markets
of primary interest to American exports. In a number of foreign
countries evidences are indeed apparent of growing restiveness on
the part of commercial interests over the effects of drastic trade-
control measures—those adopted by their own governments as well
as by others. However, the likelihood of definite action during
1832 by foreign countries in the reverse direction, of moderation
of trade barriers, appears to depend largely upon the early resolv-
Ing of the financial crisis and upon the appearance of substantial
signs of recovery from the general economic depression, the domi-
nant forces now prompting these measures of extreme nationalism
and apprehensive trade restriction.

Their conclusion is:

With overcapacity, if not actual overproduction, shrinking mar-
kets, falling prices, increased unemployment, unbalanced budgets,
frozen credits, and general financial uncertainty affiicting gnr:ctl-
cally every country—and an increasing numbér of countries ing
themselves during the past year facing also heavily adverse trade
balances and slipping currencies—and with the difficulties of one
country rapidly involving others through reciprocal reaction, many
governments have resorted to whatever trade-control measures
suggested themselves that promised at least to alleviate their
partioular iImmediate difficulties.

Mr. President, these runaway activities and methods of
every conceivable kind and description, including economie
isolation, under American leadership since 1920, calculated
utterly to obstruct and block the transfer of capital, goods,
and services across international boundaries everywhere, are
each week seriously aggravating the world’s economic situa-
tion and postponing the day of sound and permanent
business recovery.

We find all this network of insurmountable tariffs and
exchange restrictions and embargoes and reprisals and
retaliations and quotas, together with the complete collapse
of the gold standard in most of the countries of the world
and the derangement of monetary stability everywhere, and
then at home we find that we have an export capacity of
from twenty to twenty-five billion dollars. Our great tex-
tile industries have from 1 to 300 per cent excess productive
capacity; our radio manufacturers, our automobile manu-
facturers, our oil producers, and lumber producers and coal
miners and cement manufacturers and scores of other great
industries have a tremendous excess capacity, to say noth-
ing of cotton, tobacco, and wheat and hog products and a
long list of other agricultural products the export difficulties
of which have utterly impoverished American agriculture in
this country under our extreme high-tariff policy.

In the face of these circumstances, who can pretend that
there is no fundamental question before this country that
we should consider in connection with the solution of these
panic conditions except the minor, temporary, and local
aids that have been enacted here in the form of what are
called “ emergency relief measures” submitted by the
administration?

Mr. President, the American people have the choice of
continuing inert and indifferent to this affliction of creeping
economic paralysis until the lack of food and shelter liter-
ally drives them to a reexamination of our business and
economic ills and the adoption of fundamental remedies, or
they can without further delay demand of leaders in all
political parties that basic panic causes must not longer be
trifled with and ignored simply because a small group of the
chief tariff and other special-privilege beneficiaries in this
country are too blind and narrow and selfish to permit those
whom they control to adopt a broad and patriotic policy of
permanent relief for the general American public. In 1922
Republicans in charge of the Government based the Ford-
ney high tariff law measurably upon the allezed necessity of
preventing sporadic imports from countries with depreci-
ated currencies, and an important reason for reorganizing
the Tariff Commission was impliedly for the purpose of
reducing the Fordney rates concededly excessive save for
depreciated currency conditions abroad. Virtually all of the
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nations were then off the gold standard, but they returned
to it during the years following.

The price level, it should be admitted, was high when the
Fordney law was enacted. In 1929 the Smoot-Hawley meas-
ure was conceived upon the theory of benefiting agriculture
in the main. The outcome, as usual, however, was that in-
dustry secured the lion’s share of actual tariff benefits. Two
groups of tariff thought, identical in principle and with
scarcely distinguishable difference in practice, came con-
spicuously upon the scene during the Smoot-Hawley tariff
movement. One group stood for skyscraping tariffs for in-
dustry, with more moderate rates for agriculture, while the
other group stood for skyseraping rates for agriculture, with
more moderate rates for industry. It was in practical effect
a case of “two souls with but a single thought, two hearts
that beat as one.” The inevitable outcome was in strict
harmony with all human experience of the past, and that
was that both got what they wanted, but, as usual, agricul-
ture was badly buckeyed and bunkoed, as is demonstrated
to every sane person by the fact that agriculture has been
fundamentally worse off each year since the enactment of
the farmers’ high tariff in 1921 and the Fordney high tariff
in 1922,

Mr. President, the dominant Republican forces which are
also in charge of the Government, by their economic record
and policy since 1920, raise the acute issue of whether we
shall continue our blind and ufterly impractical pursuit of
economic nationalism, which in addition to high tariffs em-
braces every sort of obstruction to the transfer of goods,
capital, and services across intermational boundaries, as
stated, and which contemplates that apart from some trivial
exchanges of raw materials and occasional items of food-
stuffs and manufactures, this great country shall restrict
its production in manufacturing, mining, and agriculture to
its home consumption, or whether with vision and construc-
five ability we shall pursue the opposite economic policy
which recognizes that we are living in a new day in which
our impregnable home market must be supplemented by
adequate foreign markets for our ever-increasing surpluses,
and that the satisfactory disposition of such surplus pro-
duction has become an indispensable factor in our perma-
nent progress and our sound and halanced prosperity.

You will recall, Mr. President, that in 1922 a great cry
went up over the country about some scattering imports,
due to the depreciated currencies abroad. We proceeded
to enact the Fordney tariff law in order to keep out such
sporadic items of imports as were being brought in over our
then existing tariff rates. Within two or three years nearly
all the nations of the world had been able to get back on
the gold standard:; condifions were gradually becoming
normal so far as price levels were concerned; and yet in the
campaign of 1928 the suggestion was made that we should
have another tariff revision upward. At that time, it seems
to me, the President committed three or four major blun-
ders. The first one was in agreeing to call an extra session
of Congress for the purpose of a general tariff revision.
After he discovered his mistake, to all appearances, he an-
nounced that he would not undertake to curb the movement
in Congress to enact excessive rates, but that he would
install a “two fisted " Tariff Commission to lower all the
rates that were thus about to be raised excessively.

That reminded me of a piece of doggerel I once read
which some member of the British Parliament quoted:

I hear a lion in the lobby roar;

Say, Mr. Speaker, shall we shut the door
And keep him there?
Or shall we let him in
In order to see whether

We can put him out ag'in?

So the President was willing for the advocates of unlimited
tariff protection to pile rate upon rate, with the complacent
announcement that he would not interfere; but that after
all the damage had been done he would undertake the ut-
terly absurd and impossible task of calling on that gallant
band of “tariff reformers” down yonder, labeled * The
Tariff Commission,” to ascertain rates that were really nof
excessive. .
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A Benator from somewhere was asking a while ago about
where it would be possible to find a single one of all these
thousands of rates that one would dare lay his impious hand
upon with the idea of reducing it. Some days ago I glanced
for five minutes over the imports for the first six months

of this act, and I ran across rates like these. I just took
these as I came fo them. _
Frozen eggs, as high as 135 per cent.

Per cent
PFish roe as high as_ 120.97
Onions 161
Cabbage ____ 186
Ground chicory - s 124
Avocados_____ 144
Crude lemon peel — 121
Bhelled peanuts 189
Cane sugar from Cuba, 96 test 175-200
Dextrose sirup 134
P O B e it st e o o A S P s o 135.90
Cotton handkerchiefs made with handmade hems__._______ 132
Scoured carpet wool, at 27 cents a pound 121.21
Washed carpet wool, at 24 cents a pound 164
Bcoured combing wool, at 32 cents a pound_— - ___ 152.84
Woven fabrics—woolens and worsteds as high as_ 105,1086,109,115
Wool felt for hat shapes_ 112. 58
Bewed straw hats (N, E. 8.) et 137
Bpring clothespins TS 152
[T RN T T e R I s B L o e R MR 241

I wonder what Alexander Hamilton would think of this
list if he could be back here for five minutes!

Per cent
Cylinder ground and sheet glass, as high as_._________ 104, 116
Plate glass____ . 102, 106, 125
Band for glass manufactures._ ——-- 104.50
Imitation pearls, as high as 157

These are just the imitation pearls that the little factory
girl buys.

Per cent
Pumice stone, as high as 189
Magnesite 101, 147
Batety-pamor . Bladen oo e e S 206
Other razors and parts, as high as_____ o .. 203
Pruning and sheep shears and blades, as high as__________ 240
Belssors, shears, and blades, as high as______ . 185
Nail and barbers’' clippers, as high as_ oo 263

Pocket and other knives with folding blades, as high as___ 172
Blades for such folding knives, as high as________________ 202

Jeweler's saws. 127

Padlocks. as high as 156
Metnl 145
Ore 120

Rollers for printing 106. 50

Here is the cheap class of jewelry that the factory girl,
again, buys:

Per cent
LTSRS SR SRS I NSl SRR SR e 110
Metal articles to be WOrn on PersON - - e 106
Ozxalle acid. X 113
Precipitated carbonate._____ 165
Epsom salts__.____ .. .. - 100
Sodivm nitrate. __ .- Tt 100
Dextrin, made from potato starch or flour . ____ . 105
Lemon, lime, etc., juices, unfit for beverage purposes ...... 114
Crude baryites______ - 102
PRI W e T 114
Firecrackers, as high as_________________ s S e v 199
Needles for phonographs. ... 112
Breech-loading rifles_______ 110
The cheaper clocks - _—_oo--- e AD Y
The cheaper Parts of same .- cioccicncncinmmam= 167. 59
The cheaper watch movements. o maaaca 142. 53
Bottom plates for cheap watch movements. . _____ 200.456

Here are some more of these cheap beads that the chil-
dren buy:

Per cent
Imitation pear] beads.._._ 176
Toothbrushes, as high as______ 116
Ocean pear] buttons__. e b X |
Fountain pemns, as high as itk —en 410
Cigar and cigarette holders, as high a8 ___ e 125
B ar DIe OIS s o e e L e 133
Mouthpieces for pipes, cigar, and cigarette holders_ oo~ 736. 06
Thermostatic bottles, as high as___ 147

And so cn, and so on.

Mr. President, in 1929 we produced $70,000,000,000 worth
of manufactured products. We imported into this country
during the last calendar year in the way of finished, dutiable
manufactures $292,359,000 worth of commodities. That is
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the infinitesimal amount of imports of this class that are
really competitive. We bring in a few hundred million dol-
lars’ worth of finished manufactures that are not in any
sense competitive and that are on the free list; but, with all
of this nation-wide propaganda and all these frenzied
speeches in our legislative bodies about the danger of this
huge manufacturing plant in America being hopelessly over-
come and submerged by somebody from somewhere abroad,
when we cdme to examine the actual imports under existing
law they consist of the relatively few items to which I have
referred, so far as finished dutiable manufactures are con-
cerned. When the distinguished Senator from Indiana rose
and announced that 70 per cent of our imports came in duty
free, his face lighted up almost as though he had discovered
the riddle of the universe; and yet if the present sky-scrap-
ing duties on the dutiable items that come in here at present
were made just a little higher in a few places, thereby ex-
cluding all dutiable imports, we would have no imports
except those that are free.

All of the competitive articles, or anything remotely or
speculatively competitive, would be kept out; and the rubber
and the silk and the tin and all this long list of commodities
that we must bring in would come along duty free, because
we would not be produeing them, and they would not in any
remote sense be competitive.

So the statement of the distinguished Senator from Indi-
ana that 70 per cent of our imports are duty free would seem
to attribute some virtue or some power in the Smoot-Hawley
tariff rates to affect the amount of noncompetitive and non-
dutiable imports that come in here free, when in fact they
chiefly affect the competitive imports, which last year had
shrunk down to the trivial level of around $695,000,000.

Mr. President, I repeat that we must determine these
problems in the light of postwar conditions. It is utterly
absurd to go back prior to the war and take up tariff or other
economic theories that were made entirely obsolete by the
complete transformation in our industrial and commercial
affairs that took place as a result of the war. As I stated,
instead of a provincial country, with some developing manu-
factures but chiefly with some foodstuffs and raw materials
for exports, we became the supreme industrial country of
the world, with agriculture and mining almost equally co-
ordinated with the industrial phases of our economie struc-
ture.

In 1925 I made this statement on the floor of the House
of Representatives:

Vast changes in economic eonditions everywhere were wrought

by the World War, and most unfortunate will be the nation that
falls to recognize and act upon them.

Then I said:

The supreme question is, Shall the economic life of the world
during coming years be developed under American leadership on
the basis of high tariffs and severe trade restrictions and discrimi-
nations, thereby reducing production, diminishing trade, impov-
erishing nations, and promoting economic wars, or shall it be de~
veloped on the basis of moderate tariffs, freedom from economic
barriers, and fair and friendly trade relations?

On this occasion, for the second time, I offered in Con-
gress a resolution proposing an international trade agree-
ment or economic congress, the purpose of which was, just
as the pending proposal has for its purpose, to deal with the
hopelessly confused and complicated trade conditions and
methods that exist throughout the world.

Almost all wars for the past 250 years have originated
from economic controversies. When the attempted customs
union between Germany and Austria was undertaken some
months ago, we saw that it created a tense situation in
every chancellery of Europe. A most serious threat of in-
creasing armaments in France and other countries was
immediately heard; and yet, Mr. President, when we offer
to create an international agency for purposes of interna-
tional conference to work out a better understanding with
respect to these ever-increasing tariff complications and
these ever-tightening trade restrictions which lead to the
completely unbalanced distribution of gold in the important
countries of the world—when we seek some international
conference in order that this and other nations, wholly
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within their domestic functions and entirely from the stand-
point of the enlichtened self-interest of each, may be abla
by some concerted action to point ouf steps that each nation
might well take to liberalize the present exchange situa-
tion, to check this great increase in tariffs everywhere, and
face in the opposite direction, and in many other ways by
mutual agreements promote fair and friendly trade rela-
tions—when this proposal is offered, we get no response
either from the administration or from any other important
group of thought that is supposed fo be out from under the
influence of the chief tariff beneficiaries in this country.

Mr, President, I would like to inquire how much longer
and how much further this policy can be continued without
serious aggravation of the financial and industrial and busi-
ness conditions here and in other parts of the world. We
ought to be able to see by this time that temporary pallia-
tives are not reaching the seat of the disease. We ought to
be able by this time to realize that some degree of interna-
tional conference and concerted action is vitally important,
if we would take the first long step in improving conditions,
and that is to restore confidence.

I think I said before the Committee on Finance that i?
there could be one international conference of sound, able
business men with vision, who would reach accurate con-
clusions and proclaim them to the world, conclusions by
which we could halt this mad movement which piles re-
striction and trade barrier upon restriction and trade bar-
rier in every country, if we could face in the opposite direc-~
tion in a careful and cautious manner, we would see a de-
gree of confidence restored in every part of the world which
would make a thousand reconstruction finance corporations
utterly insignificant as aids in checking panic conditions and
improving them. !

I do not desire to go into detail, but T would call atten-
tion to the purchasing power of this and other countries.
This Nation has the purchasing power of about $750 per
capita. China has the purchasing power of $10 per capita,
India of $35 per capita. By the way, I notice that this man
Bata, who, in the shoe business in Czechoslovakia, is called
the Henry Ford of that country, is now over in India teach-
ing millions of those people to wear shoes, in order that he
may turn out millions of additional shoes and afford em-
ployment to labor and capital in his country.

While we recently saw our great shoe industry in the
United States, with a capacity of 850,000,000 pairs a year,
and a domestic consumption of only about 300,000,000 pairs,
instead of resolutely going out and securing markets for the
surplus and giving employment to some of our seven or eight
million unemployed, coming to the Capital when the Smoot-
Hawley bill was pending and asking for tariffs which would
permit it and encourage it, instead of seeking any further
foreign trade to utilize the surplus production capacity for
the benefit of labor, sitting down supinely behind this tariff
wall, while over in little inferior countries like Czechoslo-
vakia the manufacturers are going out among the 75 per
cent of the people of the world who are living in poverty and
teaching them to want more things to eat and to wear, and
to buy them.

Mr. President, I have here a list showing the per capita
purchasing power of each of the countries of the world, as
best I have been able to get it, and I desire to insert that,
with some similar figures, in the Recorp, without consuming
the time of the Senate to read them.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the figures were ordered to be
inserted in the Recorp, as follows:

Dollars

Country Year per eapita

United States.__.____. 1928 T

Austria__ 1997 140

Belgium. ______ 1028 171

BrElish_E‘m;;{rig: -

United gdom. 1024 409
Dominfons—

A a 1924 477

. 1927 579

i T SRR A AR S 16024 37

Union of South Africa. 1983 112




Dollars

Country Year percapita
51117 FyT iRl 1028 160
Czech ia 1925 172
Denmark 1977 27
Egypt.. 1928 102
Finland 1926 118
Lt T, AN AR I ST St = 1928 201
Germany.. 1925 190
O e L e e e D e e L LS s lgg?? ]g
67T e R D VE USSR N R S R T
11&11}’...5.r ........................ igg l;g
Japan
113 ¢ OIS re D O M e SR T LSS LR 1925 92
b nmnde s O i e N S R e o e e e 1924 54
Netheplanids--— 1t ooe s Fioinm e Ui Sol 1825 23
Norway 1927 251
Poland 1528 74
Spain. 1920 187
Eweden. 1924 265
Switzerland 1024 380
U. B. 8. R. (Russia) 1025 48
Yugoslavia 1924 109

Mr. HULL. Mr. President, notwithstanding the fact that,
as stated, the Fordney Act was enacted primarily and pro-
fessedly to prevent importations from countries with de-
preciated currencies, and most of those countries came back
to the gold standard; notwithstanding the fact that the
Smoot-Hawley Act has increased the rates of the Fordney
Act to a surprising extent, we have the same influences com-
ing here now seeking other increases of tfariffs upon the
theory that they are necessary to keep out imporfs from
countries with depreciated currencies; and I am wondering
when this practice of piling Pelion upon Ossa in the way of
one layer of tariffs upon another will cease, when they will
fail to find some pretext to call for still another increase,

The truth is that there has been virtually no change in
the price level of England since she went off the gold stand-
ard, and yet the Senator from Pennsylvania came rushing in
with resolutions for posthaste Tariff Commission investiga-
tions in order to keep the country from being overwhelmed
by imaginary imports from England and a few other coun-
tries which have gone off the gold standard.

The fact is that so many countries went off with England,
and have gone off since, including Japan, and so many coun-
tries have placed arbitrary restrictions on exchange and
trading in commeodities between nations, as to result in keep-
ing prices down artificially, so that the price levels have not
materially changed. Yet the commission must stop all the
important business of ascertaining the causes of this panic
and dealing with them, because, forsooth, some 125-year-old
industry in this country which was asking for the same
amount of tariffs a hundred years ago comes here and says
that by some speculative possibility commodity prices in
England or somewhere else might fluctuate and result in
some few sporadic imports into this country.

I am not undertaking to minimize this tariff and trade
phase of our economic situation. If I had my way, I would
create an organization of broad-gauged people in this coun-
try who were not under the domination of the chief bene-
ficiaries of these tariffs, but who would give them a square
deal, as is often said, by careful and cautious revision down-
ward., Iwould have them call an immediate halt to all these
excesses which are going on, which haye hopelessly strangled
international trade, a volume of trade that to-day is $245,-
000,000,000 less than it would have been under the pre-war
rate of increase, a volume of trade that is down to below the
pitiable sum of $20,000,000,000. It has become a mere thread
across the international boundaries of the nations of the
world. X

All the important countries are loaded down and glutted
with surpluses which starving and freezing people in other
countries can not get because the blind and the selfish and
the rabid economic isolation policy has seen fit hopelessly
to block, by dislocating the gold-standard situation, by em-
bargoes and quotas, and by throttling the exchange situa-
tion. I would have those conditions liberalized, so that the
peoples in every commercial country again could take heart
and take hope and recover their confidence. Then we would

see, as a second development, credit everywhere coming out
from its hiding places, and that in turn would be followed
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by gradually increasing business activities, and labor once
more could resume permanent employment.

I assert, Mr. President, with some degree of confidence,
that the nearly 20,000,090 distressed unemployed wage earn-
ers of the world to-day will suffer on and on in increasing
numbers until some semblance of economic order is brought
out of this national and international chaos which exists,
and which is utterly preventing capital or goods from being
transferred from one country to another for any purpose
except to a relatively slight extent,

Yet the American people are being seriously taught that
if perchanee we should buy something from some other
pou.ntry that we could buy even most profitably by exchang-
ing a barrel of flour or an automobile or a ton of cement
or a carload of wheat or other surpluses most damaging and
burdensome to us, if somcbody wanted to buy some Scotch
tweed or other cloth from abroad and let it be balanced
against our exports of these tremendously burdensome sur-
pl‘uses here at home—the cry goes up at once that America
will be seriously injured, that some imports are coming in.

Mr. President, world trade does not mean that either side
would displace any well-established business conditions of
the othgr. It primarily means that a nation with sufficient
productive capacity, in addition to mutually profitable ex-
changes of commodities with another, is willing to go out
into the uttermost parts of the earth and locate and develop
and establish on a constantly increasing scale markets
which will absorb every kind and character of surplus it
may be able to produce.

If I may refer to him without quoting him, I was talking
with a very able man in this country, who was reared in a
remote and very provincial community. He was preaching
to me this doctrine of isolation in economics., His idea was
that this country should restrict everything to our capacity
to consume. His idea, too, was that instead of that old
slogan to the farmers of “ high tariffs and agricultural pros-
perity,” we should substitute the slogan of “restriction of
production or bankruptcy.”

The theory was, as it has been published, that every
farmer should plow up every third row of cotton and that
every tenth cow should be killed. That is the same policy
under which Brazil was to dump into the ocean 12,000,000
bags of surplus coffee, and it is said we should adopt it in
this country as to every important line of industry, both
manufacturing and agricultural.

I said to him that when he grew up back there among
those humble people he might have said to them that he
was reared among them, that he was one of them, and that
he proposed to stay with them thoughout life, touching el-
bows and keeping step with them. “But,” I said, “ You
did not do that. If you had, you would have been sitting
on some store front there stroking your long beard, calling
to anybody who passed along that would listen to you.” I
said, “ You were gifted with a remarkable equipment, with
immense ability, great vision, and constructive capacity on
a magnificent scale. You moved out in front of those be-
nighted neighbors of yours. You proceeded to travel on
and on, far out of the sight of those people. You became
a great citizen, a financial leader in the country, and you
have accomplished wonderful service in advancing human
progress in many important respects.”

Then I said, “At the close of the World War your equip-
ment over and above your old neighbors back home was not
one-fifth as great proportionately as that of these United
States in every essential respect over and above every other
nation in the world to spread out, with its finance and its
commerce, and make the great commercial countries and
cities of the past look insignificant.”

The world was helpless. It was at our feet. We were
equipped with all the surplus materials, surplus manufac-
turing plants, and money and credit to improve it, and estab-
lish a greatly increasing volume of commerce in every part
of the world. Instead of that we fell into the clutches of
these blind and dumb economic isolationists who were prey-
ing upon the Government and ‘the people. Tkey have
assumed to represent American business generally when
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they really have represented a very small but powerful seg-
ment of it. Instead of leading the Nation up to wonderfuil
heights of human progress they have led us in the opposite
direction, with the result that to-day the American people
are fundamentally worse off in every essential respect than
they were in 1920. These 10 or. 12 precious years have been
thrown away and here we are now at this belated stage con-
fronted yet with the question of what shall be the permanent
economic policy of this Nation in the light of its situation
as a creditor and great surplus-producing counfry.

We are going backward under a policy, as I have indi-
cated, of curtailing most of our farm production, most of
our automobile and oil and copper and other production in
every important line, down to our capacity to consume here
at home, with such casual exports as may arise from some
interchange of a few raw materials and certain foodstuffs.
Under that policy we will pursue that course in the future,
with frequently recurring panics, with not 6,000,000 but
10,000,000 of unemployed in the next great catastrophe that
comes upon us, with no hope of continuing as a first-class
financial and commercial country, buf gradually surren-
dering our leadership and our control to any second or
third rate nation that may come along and will take charge
of world commerce and world civilization that is interwoven
with it, while we proceed to stagnate and fo slip and slide
backwards industrially, financially, and I would be afraid,
in many other respects pertaining to the better phases of
civilization.

Under such a policy we are going fo pursue that course
with every country in the world following our leadership as
they are now, every nation attempting with one hand to
push on the other its surplus production and at the same
time to push back the exports of the other country with the
other hand, so that there would be no semblance of infer-
national intercourse in the sense that employment of labor
and capital may be brought about in full measure, in the
sense that the gold standard would again be administered
in some intelligent and practical way by a counfry capable
of administering it, and in the sense that natural and nor-
mal trade relations between all the nations of the earth
might once more be resumed, relations that mean every-
thing in the promotion of a higher state of civilization,

I profoundly believe that the patent economic conditions
of this country strongly suggest that the people of this and
other nations will suffer on and on until and unless there
is an awakening and we check this constant increase of
restrictions and barriers of international finance and com-
merce, and face in the opposite direction, until we gradually
reach a level of moderation as to fariffs and a liberalized
policy of trading that will once again bring about a state
and feeling of fairness and of Iriendship among the nations
of the world.

Mr, COSTIGAN. Mr. President, because of its important
bearing on one feature of the substitute of the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], I ask unanimous consent to
insert in the Recorp, following the eloguent address of the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Huisnl, an article on Tariff
Reciprocity Through International Agreements, prepared by
a writer using the pen name of “ Democritus.” It particu-
larly discusses the most-favored-nation clause in existing
treaties of the United States with other countries. It was
written by a lawyer and economist of ability who, because
of obligations resting upon him in certain public relations,
does not desire his name published in connection with the
article. I may say that his excuse, though regrettable, is
justified, and that he is unusually competent to speak on
the subject under discussion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is
£o ordered.

The article is as follows:

TARIFF RECIFROCITY THROUGH INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS
The last paragraph of the bill to amend the tariff act of 1930
(H. R. 6662), as introduced by Mr. CoLLIER on January 4, 1932, but
omitted from the bill as passed by the House of Representatives
five days later, requests the President “ to negotiate with foreign
governments reciprocal trade agreements under a policy of mutual
LXXV—428
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trade concessions.” At the hearings on January 7 before the Com=-
mittee on Ways and Means doubt was as to the com-
patibility of such a program with the existing abllgauons of the
United States to countries with which this country is party to
treaties containing the most-favored-nation clause, Indeed, it
was su that such treaties had " nailed down the Hd " upon
any policy of reciprocity and left the United States " perfectly
powerless to negotiate reciprocal treaties.”

The attitude of despair indicated by these words is happily un-
warranted. Equality of treatment—the objective of the most-
favored-nation clause—and reduction of duties—the objective of
reciprocity agreements—are twin policies, alike admirable, entirely
consistent with each other and particularly adapted to the imme-
diate needs of the United States. The request to the President
contained in the last paragraph of Mr. Cornier's bill presents,
indeed, an admirable opportunigfy for an enlightened and effective
commercial policy, provided—

(1) That the people of the United States have made up thelr
minds that there shall be a substantial revision of their tariff
downward.

(2) That Congress intends the term " trade agreements" to be
understood in its literal sense and not to imply * treatles ” within
the requirements of the Constitution governing ratifications; and
finally, and by no means of least importance

(3) That the principle of reciprocity within the most-favored-
nation clause be maintained.

REVISION DOWNWARD

If language simfilar to that of the original bill should, as pre-
dicted by some, be restored in the SBenate, and if the bill should
become law, the President would be not only requested but author-
ized to negotiate reciprocal trade agreements with the governments
of other countries for mutual trade concessions. The chief virtue
of such a program is that it seeks world revision downward, not
merely American revision downward. From the point of view of
the United States this method is doubly advantageous; it provides
a methed of eliminating the superprotectionism that has so ad-
versely affected American trade; and, while seeking moderation at
home, it seeks similar moderation everywhere, to the benefit of all
concerned. Tariff moderation, while necessary for the public wel-
fare, is designed primarily to favor the exporter. Obviously the
seller of goods to purchasers in other countries will derive no great
benefit if international commerce is confronted there with in-
superable import tariffs. Like military and naval armament, the
armament of nationalistic protectionism presenis a problem not
to be settled without the aid and cooperation of other countries, a
fact strikingly recognized in the provision of the bill under con-
sideration, which invites the President to initiate a movement for
an international economic conference with a view, among other
things, to “lowering excessive tariff duties.” * We can no longer
legisiate, but most negotiate " in tariff matters, a leading business
man is reported to have said In a recent address.

Nevertheless, a policy of downward revision through a series of
international agreements is not suited for all situatioms. It must
have back of it a popular demand that is consistent and genuine
and powerful enough to overcome the opposition of particular
interests which, quite regardless of the national welfare, are cer-
tain to oppose the reduction of any given rate. Otherwisz every
agreement with another country would be blocked by the protec-
tionistic stirrings of producers of goods affected by its own special
provisions. Revision downward by negotiation requires at least
as firm a supporting public opinion as dees such revision by legis-
lative enactment. Its success probably requires even strenger
popular support.

Moreover, the method of revision by negotlation is not sulted
to become a permanent policy unless it entirely supersedes the
legislative method of tariff enactment. If legislation continued,
rates would inevitably be pushed up for bargaining purposes.
Since the negotiations for bringing them down would not always
be successful, the result in the long run might be upward, not
downward, revision, -

At the present time in the United States the tariff wall already
scrapes the sky. and the people apparently are in earnest about
reduction, The same situation seems to exist In many other
countries, and there is evidence that leadership from any power-
ful government could successfully accomplish its aim of all-
around “ concessions,” Even in cases where new duties are just
being imposed there is reason to believe they might be repealed
if other countries would take reciprocal measures,

For carrying on negotiations, a group of carefully chcsen spe-
clalists should be assembled. Thelr first duty would be to map
out a comprehensive plan for agreements with all important coun-
tries. In so far as possible, each separate agreement should be
negotiated with a view to having it play its part in an orderly
system of American tariff reduction, while also functioning to
obtain in other countries reductions calculated to effect a maxi-
mum stimulation to trade. Through this process a well-balanced
and general lowering of the tariff of the United States could in
all probability be consummated. Should the result prove to be
otherwise, the situation could be remedied by subsequent legis-
lation.

ACTION BY EXECUTIVE AGREEMENT

The Colller tariff bill, as already observed, authorized the Presi-
dent to mnegotiate * reciprocal trade agreements.” The word
“ agreement ” is commonly used to refer to international arrange-
ments entered into by the President with .the specific or tacit
authorization of Congress. They are not considered to be treaties
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and are signed and put In operation without being referred to
the Senate or the Congress.

Thus, by section 3 of the tariff act of 1897, the President was
“ authorized,” with a view to “reciprocal and eguivalent conces-
sions " to enter into * commerclal agreements” with other coun-
tries reducing duties on certain specified articles. A considerable
number of such agreements were entered into by the President
and made eflective by his proclamation.

By section 4 of the same act, provision was made for the negotl-
ation by the President of commercial “treaties” for reciprocal
reduction of duties, within specified limitations. They were to be
entered into subject to the approval of Congress and also the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate. Many were negotiated; not one
was ever approved or consented to.

This result was to be expected. The lesson is obvious. Appro-
priate and correct procedure for the fixation of policy by
Congress and its execution by the President. The policy having
been declared, Congress should not be burdened with the consid-
eration of every individual agreement. So long as the Executive
stays within the authority granted by Congress, its will prevails.
Any abuse of authority can be speedily rectified by subsequent
legislation. 'The language of the Collier bill indicates that it was
designed to follow the first of the precedents cited above. The
authority granted is, moreover, large and general. This is the
wise course; it spells success, just as any other method of pro-
cedure would spell failure.

The Congress, should it desire to retain a measure of safeguard,
might provide that the agreements should, for a brief period, be
subject to congressional veto. When the period expired, they
would, unless adversely acted upon, go into effect. Thus all of
the force of inertia would lie on the side of letting the egreements
stand, whereas positive congressional approval would have to run
the gantlet of inertia as well as opposition. Moreover, while broad
and ample authority is in every way desirable, the virtually un-
limited authority of the Ccllier bill should, lest there be attempted
an unconstitutional delegation of power, give way to definitely
preseribed, but very generous, limitations within which presidential
rate making through international agreement may proceed.

EQUALITY AND RECIPROCITY

It i{s neither necessary nor desirable to depart from the tradi-
tional practice of tariff equality in order to promote a policy of
tariff revision downward by international reciprocity agreements.
Treaty obligations and considerations of sound policy alike for-
bid such course.

Equality of treatment has been the almost invariable practice
of the United States from the beginning. The preamble of the
first American commercial treaty, that of 1778 with France, refers
to “the most perfect equality and reciprocity” as its gulding
principle. Washington, in his Farewell Address, commended a
commercial policy that should “ hold an equal and impartial hand;
neither seeking mnor granting exclusive favors or preferences.”
With very few exceptions, indeed, and these largely for political
rather than economic purposes, American statesmanship has found
the foregoing precedenis worthy of emulation. Careful investi-
gation by the Tariff Commission has found the exceptions to be
attended by only the most meager economic advantage.

Tariff rates that are equally applicable to similar products from
whatever country they are imported are administratively advis-
able—consider the burden upon the customs authorities that
would result from different rates upon the same kind of article
determined by whether the shipment came from counfry A, B,
C, D, or what not! Equality, however, is of primary concern to
exporters, because it enables a government to obtaln similar
equality, similar freedom from discrimination in other countries.
Like tariff moderation, also, it redounds to the general advantage.
It is the basis of the good will and friendly relations that spring
from fairness and impartiality in a country’'s dealings with other
countries. It is almed against precisely those “ discriminatory™
trade practices which the pending tariff bill seeks to eliminate by
means of its proposed international economic conference.

Reciprocity, the reduction by international agreement of im-
port duties on named articles in return for reductions deemed to
be of equlvalent commercial advantage, connotes, as already
pointed out, a policy of careful bargaining with other countries.
Each country promises to lower its duties on named products of
the other. It may, of course, promise also that these lower dutles
shall not be applied to similar goods from third countries. But
ordinarily it does not do so and is not expected to do so.

Thus, in 1927, Germany, which by the treaty of 1923 is obligated
to accord most-favored-nation treatment to the United States,
entered into a very important reciprocity treaty with France.
German duties applicable to numerous French goods were re-
duced. The reduced duties were immediately made applicable to
similar goods if and when imported from the United States. But
the reductions were of less advantage to American exporiers than
to French exporters because the treaty dealt with the special needs
of Franco-German commerce, not with the needs, different in
character, of German-American commerce. The treaty with France
also contains the most-favored-nation clause. Bhould Germany
and the United States conclude a reciprocity treaty, Germany
would extend to French goods the reduced duties accorded to
goods from the United States, but the treaty would not be likely
to result in adventage to French commerce comparable with its
advantage to American commerce.

For generations reciprocity treaties within the most-favored-
nation principle have been the characteristic feature of the coms-
mercial policies of some of the most important countries. Nearly
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all countries make the most-favored-nation clause the basis of
their ordinary commercial dealings with other countries. The
trade of one country with others differs in each particular case.
Reduced duties on one article may interest one or more countrles
and be of no interest to the rest. Moreover, under the world's
treaty system, equality is generally sought and advocated and
generally exists and has long existed. There is little evidence
that.its discontinuance in favor of special and exclusive treatiecs
is widely desired, The object of reciprocity treaties or agreements
is, as a rule, not preferential treatment so much as lower dutles.
If the duties are lowered, the main objective is obtained. The
fact that they are lowered to all countries should not and usually
does not interfere with the bargain. Discriminations and prefer-
ences are breeders of discords and are wholly undesirable in com-
mercial policy.

Accordingly, reciprocity agreements, as apparently contemplated
by the Colller bill, are not antagonistic to but rest squarely upon
the principle of most-favored-nation treatment, which is the
foundation of American commercial policy. So considered, the
proposed new policy is a natural development of the old, making
it positive and adapting it to the needs of the moment, without
impairing its fundamental purpose of preserving equal rights for
all and special privileges for none. Reclprocity agreements which
would violate the equality of treatment principle present no per-
ceptible advantage as compared with those which would not vio-
late it. They present many comparative disadvantages. It is to
be presumed that the bill was intended to institute action con-
sistent with the most-favored-nation trealy obligations of the
United States. If there is any doubt, the language deleted by the
Ways and Means Committee should be clarified, as well as re-
stared by the Senate,

If the experiment of reciprocity agreements within the most-
favored-nation clause works successfully, the agreements may
some day be rewritten as treaties. At all events, such agreements
would be the best means of building toward an international
economic conference that could produce results.

ADMINISTRATION OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. KING. Mr. President, on the 9th of this month I
presented to the Senate a petition signed by a large number
of Indians, as well as by a number of white persons, dealing
with the Indian situation and the administration of Indian
affairs by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. A number of In-
dians since then have signified their approval of the petition
and, as I am advised, have signed the same. I ask that
their names be printed in the Recorp without reading. In
addition, there are a number of white persons who have also
signed_the petition. I ask that the names referred to may
be printed in the REcorp at this point.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Without objection, it is
so ordered.

The names are as follows:

Ralph White and Willlam Guyton, Standing Rock Reservation,
N. Dak,; Caville Dupuls, chairman Tribal Counecil of the Flathead
Tribe, Montana; Charles Kie, Laguna Indians at Gallup, N, Mex.;
Indian Council of the San Carlos Apache Tribe, Arizona, by Henry
Chinn; Tribal Council of the Tongue River Reservation, Montana,
by Clay C. Rowland, chairman, Rufus Wallowing, secretary; Nez
Perce Tribe, of Idaho, by Sam Morris, Samuel Slickpoo, Harry
Wheeler, H. H. Welsh, sr., business committee of Standing Rock
Reservation, Fort Yates, 5. Dak.; Marion E. Gridley, the
Indian Council Fire, Chicago, Ill.; committee of the Sisseton and
Wahpeton Sioux Indians, Sisseton, S. Dak. S. H. Renville and
brother members, Summer Clan of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso,
N. Mex., by Juan Gongzales, Bernardo Sanchez, Joe A. Aguilar, and
Antonio Pina; Pueblo of Pleuris, N. Mex., by Rocman Martinez, gov-
ernor; Fort Peck, General Council, Gus M. Hedderich, and Rufus
Ricker, sr., vice chairman; Thomas J. Sloan, Los Angeles; Council
of All the New Mexico Pueblcs, meeting at SBanto Domingo Pueblo
March 11-12, the following Pueblos signing: Picurls, Nambe, San
Ildefonso, Santo Domingo, Ban Felipe, Cochitl, Santana, Sandia,
Sia, Isleta, Tesuque, and San Juan; Rev. Chas. Frazier, mission,
South Dakota; John Keeobe, Greenville, 8. Dak., Sam Jones,
Peever, 8. Dak.; Joseph Redwing, Niobrara, Nebr.; Sybil Kershaw,
member of Menominee Tribe, Washington, D. C.

Bad River Chippewa Reservation, Odanah, Wis, by Willlam P,
Big Boy, chairman of committee; James White, jr., chief; Joe
Martin, jr.,, chief; John T. Cloud, chief; Sam F. Denomie, secre-
tary; Mary Jane Denomie, president of Women Voters' League of
Chippewa Bad River Reservation; Miss Pete Houle; Eate P. Arm-
strong.

White Swan-Simcoe Indian Council, Yakima Reservation, Wash.,
by David Miller, president.

Bisseton SBioux Branch Organization, South Dakota, by Thomas
Standfast, chairman, Peever, S. Dak.; John E. Max, jr., Sisseton,
S, Dak; Henry Redearth, vice chairman, Peever, S. Dak.; M. W.
Phelps, secretary, Peever, 8. Dak.; Hannah Redearth, treasurer,
Peever, S. Dak.; Samuel Finley, Peever, S. Dak.; Cathrene Stand-
fast, Peever, S. Dak.; Johih Thompson, Peever, 8. Dak.; Moses
Mierone, Peever, 8. Dak.; Charles Quenn, Peever, 5. Dak.; Emma
Quenn, Peever, S. Dak,; James Horn, Peever, 85, Dak.

Marcus H. Forster, grand secretary Mission Indian Federation,
San Juan Capistrano Reservation, Calif,, and the following cap-
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talns of the reservation branches, Mission Indian Federation, by
reservations: Nicolas Chaparrosa, Los Coyotes Reservation; Charley
Helmiupp, Secuan Reservation; Joagquin Piapa, Anaha Reserva-
tion; Jose Juan Plapa, San Gutudes Reservation; Jose Helmiupp,
Campo Reservation; Florencio Subish, Yapicha Reservation; Re-
sendo Curo, Mesa Chiquita Reservation; Y¥sidro Montoya, San
Felipe Reservation; Antonio Queras, Mataguay Reservation; Miguel
Calac, Rincon Reservation; Junccencio La Chappa, San ¥sabel
Reservation; Sebastian Guassac, Puerta Noria Reservation; Jose O.
Albinas, Potrero Reservation; Valentine J. Lachusa, Mesa Grande
Reservation; Ramijo Robles, Pala Reservation; Vidal Mojado,
La Jolla Reservation.

Whites: Robert Gessner, New York; Eda Lou Walton, New York;
Mr. and Mrs. Gerald Cassidy, Santa Fe, N. Mex.; Dr, Jay B. Nash,
New York City; Mr. and Mrs. George F. Barker, San Francisco;
Mrs., Maria Lambin , New York City; L. V. McWhorter,
Yakima, Wash.;, Howard Welty, Oakland, Calif.

Mr. KING. I also have a telegram from Poplar, Mont.,
signed by Gus M. Hedderich, chairman, and Meade Steele,
secretary general council, Fort Peck Indians, which I de-
sire to have inserted in the Recorp without reading.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is
so ordered.

The telegram is as follows:

Porrar, MoNT., March 24, 1932.

General council meet to-day adopted resolution indorsing In-
dlan statement addressed to Congress; also indorsement of Peavey
resolution of March 3, 1932; also indorsed Frazier tribal council
bill urging immediate enactment; also expressed ifs gratitude and
congratulations to Senators Frazier, WaeerEr, King, and Con-
gressmen Howarp and PeaveEY, and other friends who are balloting
for Indian rights; council renews its protest agailnst new grazing
regulations; also indorses Swing-Johnson Indian bill, resolutions
‘unanimously adopted; also council calls on Wilbur and Rheads
to state what actions they propose to take to meet facts stated
in Indian statement, Please bring actions of council to attention
of all our friends in W n. When minutes completed will
‘mail you copies for your information.

Gus M. HEDDERICH,
Chairman Council Fort Peck Indians.
MEADE STEELE,
Secretary General.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I move that the Senate take
a recess until Monday next at 12 o’clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o'clock
and 10 minutes p. m.) took a recess until Monday, March 28,
1932, at 12 o’clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 1932

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D,
offered the following prayer:

This day, our Heavenly Father, bring every Member. of
this Congress into an experience of that knowledge, under-
standing, and judgment heretofore unknown. O do Thou
support us with the opulence, with the might and the
blessedness of a living faith. Lighten the burden that
weighs down, that irritates, and drives to discouragement.
Make us conscious of that power that can lift up and lead
us in the way of a wise success. Most graciously be with
our President and Speaker and all others who have been
placed in authority over us. The blessed Lord God merci-
fully regard our country, the land that has filled so many
great and profound souls with rapture and for the centuries
past has been the asylum for earth’'s oppressed. Inspire
us all to labor and to toil for its greatest good while the
groaning, sweating, bleeding aspects of human life are
passing by. In Thy holy name we ask mercy and the for-
givenecs of our sins. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

THE REVENUE BILL

Mr. CRISP. My, Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R.
10236, the revenue bill,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6797

The SPEARKER. The gentleman from Georgia moves
that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H, R. 10236.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, pending that motion

may I ask the gentleman from Georgia as to the advisabil-
ity of attempting to secure unanimous consent so that affer
the amendment now pending, offered by the gentleman
from Georgia, is dispesed of—against which, I believe, there
is no opposition—we could have a vote on the Doughton
amendment, and for this reason: If the Doughton amend-
ment is approved, it would avoid an epidemic of amend-
ments to create further exemptions under the manufac-
turers’ excise tax. If the Doughton amendment is not ap-
proved, then, of course, Members would be advised either
to favor or oppose further exemptions. I suggest that the
real test of this whole matter is on the Doughton amend-
ment, and if the gentleman from Georgia would ask unani-
mous consent that we dispose of the existing amendment
and then take up the Doughton amendment, I think that
would save hours and hours of discussion.
- Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, answering the gentleman from
Georgia, I am just as anxious to bring this matter to a
final show-down as any Member of the House, but I do
think that any Member who has an amendment to offer
providing for further exemptions should be given that
opportunity before a vote is faken on the Doughton
amendment.,

I appreciate thoroughly the motive of the gentleman from
New York, and I am in sympathy with it; buf it seems to me
that if the House desires to expedite the matter and bring
the issue to a vote, it could vote on the amendment I have
proposed for the committee and then let any other gentle-
men who have amendments offer them. While I have no
disposition to curtail their debate, I believe these gentlemen
in a few minutes could express the reasons why they were
offering those amendments, Then when those amendments
have been disposed of I would be perfectly delighted if the
House would agree to let the final test come on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
DoucuTON] to strike out that paragraph, and personally I
will agree that that shall be the test, and that if it prevails,
all of the other manufacturers’ tax ftitles or sections be
eliminated from the bill. e

However, there are three or four matters in this manu-
facturers’ title that are not per se the sales tax. For in-
stance, the tax on cil. There is a tax on imports of gasoline
and oil, as well as a tax on lubricating oil. There is a tax on
wort; there is a fax on malt; and there is a tax on grape
concentrates. Therefore, I do not think that if we should
have an agreement to permit the vote on the Doughton
amendment to be the test as to the manufacturers’ tax it
would strike out the items I have named. Then the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. CuLLEN] has an amendment which
he wishes to offer levying a tax on beer. Personally, I think
it would be in order; but that amendment would not come
up until after you had disposed of these matters in connec-
tion with the sales tax, and then when we reach that par:
of the bill my friend’s amendment could be offered.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I am very glad to hear
the gentleman'’s statement as to the rights of those with
amendments, I desire to call attention to the fact that by
unanimous consent the House agreed to dispense with the
reading of certain parts of the bill and take up two particu-
lar sections. This leads to a bit of uncertainty. At the
right place in the bill, at the right time, I desire to offer
two amendments, one of which proposes to place at least a
100 per cent sales fax on any goods made in whole or in
part by the type of forced labor prevailing in Russia, whera
no one is supposed to be unemployed and few paid, and I
would like time to explain thaf amendment. Sscond, an
amendment in the nature of a tax for the purpose of equal«
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izing the depreclated currencles of countries in other parts
of the world. I am dependent upon the chairman to assist
me in an arrangement by which I will not be foreclosed
from offering these amendments at the right place.

Mr. CRISP. Of course, I do not agree to support the
genfleman’s amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Oh, I do not ask that.
The distinguished chairman must stand by his bill, but he
can help others to help in this important amendment.

Mr. CRISP. Nor do I concede that the gentleman’s
amendments would be germane to the bill, but the place
where they should be offered would be after the vole on
that part of the bill placing & tax on oil, gasoline, and so
forth.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington., Exactly.

Mr, CRISP. And the suggestion I have made in no wise
deprives the gentleman of any of his rights in that respect.

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield to the genfleman from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN, As a matter of fact, would not all these
amendments be germane to a subsequent provision of the
bill to that covered by the amendment of the gentleman
from North Carolina?

Mr. CRISP. I think they would be, but I will say to the
gentleman from Mississippi that here is the trouble about
that. Undoubtedly they would be in order there, but the
unanimous-consent agreement we were frying to reach was
to act on those amendments with respect to the first section,
and then let the vote on striking out the first section be the
final and complete test.

Mr, RANKIN. That was not the request, as I under-
stood if.

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, if they are asking unani-
mous consent to do that, I shall object.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, If the gentleman will yield, my sug-
gestion was this: There was an amendment pending offered
by the gentleman from Georgia and there is an amendment
to that amendment pending, and my suggestion was that
we dispose of that amendment and then the committee
amendment. The next step would be the amendment
offered by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. DoucH-
TON].
not be necessary. Therefore I thought we would save time
if, after disposing of the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Georgia, against which there is no opposition that
I know of, we would take a vote on the Doughton amend-
ment,

Mr. CRISP. I am perfectly agreeable to that.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. 1 yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Some Members may be in the same
position I am and may desire to offer an amendment to the
gentleman’s amendment, For instance, I desire to offer an
amendment to the gentleman's amendment with respect to
malt sirup, and if this agreement were entered into, dispos-
ing of the committee amendment, that might preciude my
amendment,

Mr. CRISP. It would not in any wise interfere with that.

Mr. O'CONNOR. The logical and appropriate way would
be to offer the amendment to the gentleman’s amendment.
For instance, in the exemptions which the gentleman has
proposed to add to the bill, I understand there is included
malt sirup used by bakers.

Mr, CRISP. That is correct.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I wish to offer an amendment exempt-
ing malt sirup used in the making of malted milk.

Mr. CRISP. I think that would be perfectly in order as
an amendment to the amendment when the amendment of
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. LEnrLsacH] is either
voted up or down. The gentleman from New Jersey has an
amendment to the committee amendment pending, and when
that is voted up or down, I think the gentleman’'s amend-
ment would be in order.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CRISP. Yes,
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Mr, LINTHICUM, Am I to understand that the gentle-
man considers that the tax on oil is not a part of the sales
tax, and even though the sales tax were stricken out, the
tax on oil would still remain?

Mr. CRISP. I may say to my friend that this agreement
in no wise intereferes with that. The committee would have
a ceparate chance to vote on whether it is going to eliminate
the oil tax or not.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Even though the sales tax per se were
eliminated? v

Mr, SNELL. Will the genfleman yield?

Mr. CRISP.. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SNELL. It seems to me that in the inferest of orderly
procedure we should start this morning just exactly as we
would proceed if we had read the bill up to Title IV, and I
would not want to agree to any unanimous-consent request
to do anything different.

Mr, CRISP. Well, that settles it.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Georgia that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 10236.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 102386, the revenue bill, with
Mr. BANKHEAD in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the hill.

The CHATRMAN. In order that there may be no mis-
understanding about the parliamentary situation, the Chair
will direct the Clerk to report, first, the pending committee
amendment offered by the gentleman from Georgia, Mr,
Crisp; next the pending amendment to the committee
amendment, offered by the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr.
LesipacH; and affer that the motion filed by the gentle-
man from North Carolina, Mr. DOUGHTON.

The Clerk again reported the Crisp amendment, as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr, Crisp: On page 225, after
line 13, insert the following new paragraphs:

“(1) Sales of food for human consumption (Including those
grades and forms of articles chiefly used as food for human con-
sumption in the form in which sold or after processing or as mate-
rial for such food; but not including any article enumerated In
subsection (d)).

“(2) Sales of wearing apparel for any part of the body.

*(8) Sales of agricuitural implements and machinery.

“{4) Bales of medicines,

*(5) Sales of insecticides, fungieides, and herbicides, if chiefly
used for agricultural purposes.

“(6) Sales of malt sirup, in containers contalning not less than
50 pounds each, to a baker for use in the making of bread.”

Mr. ABERNETHY. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The genitleman will state it.,

Mr. ABERNETHY. I have just come into the Hall, and
there has been so much confusion I have not understood
what was going on. I would like fo know what is before
the House so that I can vote intelligently.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has directed the Clerk to
read the parliamentary situation. He has read the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Georgia and was about
to read the amendment of the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. LEgrpacH].

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous con-
sent to modify the amendment by adding just preceding the
amendment “sales of,” in order to make it conform with
the language of the committee amendment.

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will report the modified
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modified amendment offered by the gentleman from New Jersey:
At the beginning, insert the words * sales of,” so that the amend-
ment will read * Sales of merchant vessels constructed in American
shipysrds under the provlsions of the merchant marine act of
1920 and 1928, as amended, and all material, equipment, and
furnishings therefor, for which the Government has agreed to
loan more than 50 per cent of the cost.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. DoucH-
TON].
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, DoucEToN: Page 225, sfrike out
paragraph (a), beginning with line 8, on page 225, dowa to and
including line 6, on page 226.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr, Chairman, I desire to offer an
amendment to the committee amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that on Tuesday
the gentleman from New Jersey was recognized formally
to offer an amendment and that amendment is pending.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I thought the gentleman from New
Jersey might yield, as my amendment would take precedence.

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state if.

Mr. SCHAFER. When will it be in order for me to offer
a perfecting amendment to the commiftee amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. Not at this stage, not until the amend-
ment of the gentleman from New Jersey is disposed of.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I sincerely trust that
the committee will give its consideration to the pending
amendment on its merits, regardless of their views on the
subject of manufacturers’ sales tax generally.

The manufacturers’ sales tax as it is written, applies to
merchant vessels.

Immediately at the conclusion of the war, and for the 13
years succeeding, the American Government has expended
hundreds of millions of dollars to establish and maintain
and develop a merchant marine. To that end it has estab-
lished certain necessary trade routes, has established steam-
ship lines and operated those lines, even by the Government
itself.

From time to time it has sold these lines under contract
with the purchasers that they must maintain these trade
routes. .

In order that this may be done, the Congress in 1928,
supplementing the merchant marine act of 1920, provided
for the awarding of cerfain mail contracts. In the admin-
istration of the mail-contract policy the money paid out for
mail contracts was largely earmarked for new construc-
tion, because unless replacements are continually made, the
merchant marine will become obsolete, because the life of a
ship is only 20 years,

In addition to these mail contracts, the money from which
is paid in new construction, the Government, out of the
construction loan fund, lends for new construction three-
quarters of the cost of the ship, at a rate of interest no
greater than that paid by the Government for the use of
money.

By this means we have at the present time various ships
in the course of construction, and will continue to construct
new ships to replace those falling info disuse by reason of
superannuation. To make this tax applicable to these ships
built under the policy of the Government with the money
of the Government, would simply be to knock into a cocked
hat the entire merchant-marine policy. It was not within
the contemplation of anybody when a manufacturers’ sales
tax was proposed that it should apply to a merchant vessel
any more than to an office building. The amendment is
reasonable and fair, and simply protects the Government
itself in one of its major enterprises.

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Chairman, I shall take very little time
of the committee. First, let me ask the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. LesiBacu] if his amendment covers only sales
of ships, or if it covers also the manufacture of ships?

Mr. LEHLBACH. It does. It covers the tax that might
otherwise be placed on these ships, and it only covers the tax
on ships constructed in our own yards pursuant to the policy
laid down in the merchant marine acts of 1920 and 1928, and
only where the major part of the money is furnished by the
Government.

" Mr. BLAND. The result of the tax would be, as the gen-
tleman from New Jersey has pointed out, that the Govern-
ment in large part would be taking money out of one pocket
and transferring it to another pocket. To that extent it
might seem unobjectionable, but, nevertheless, there is a
serious objection to that tax. We are trying to build up a
merchant marine. - The purpose of the 1928 act was to build
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up a merchant marine. The necessify for a merchant
marine is to enable the country to be placed in a position of
defense, and, in addition to placing the country in a position
of defense, to enable the farmers, the agricultural interests,
the manufacturing interests, merchants, and other interests
to have a domestic carrier for domestic products, and thus
help in promoting our foreign business.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLAND. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. Why should the shipyards of the coun-
try that are already receiving a bounty from the Govern-
ment receive any further bounty as contradistinguished from
the manufacturers of locomotives or other lines?

Mr. BLAND. I ean not see that there would be a bounty
to a shipyard. The money would come out of the shipowner.
However, it would materially interfere with the construction
of ships so necessary to the defense of the country and for
the promotion of our foreign commerce.

Mr. RANKIN. 1 suggest that the gentleman wait until we
vote on the Doughton amendment, and when we adopt that,
that will exempt them all.

Mr. BLAND. That may be true, but at the same time
there is always the danger of nonadoption. It would seem
to be necessary in the development of this particular inter- .
est that is so materially for the protection of our country
and the protection of our commerce that the amendment of
the gentleman from New Jersey should prevail.

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BLAND. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. Is it not a fact that the Government is
practically a 75 per cent owner in all such ships that to-day
fly the American flag?

Mr. BLAND. Seventy-five per cent of the cost is contrib-
uted by the Government, which is to be repaid to the Gov-
ernment.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman from Illinois says the
Government is a 75 per cent owner. He should say that it
is a T5 per cent donor.

Mr. BLAND. I should say lender rather than donor.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jersey.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr, LeaLsacH) there were—ayes 130, noes 110.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. LexL-
BACH and Mr. StaFrForp to act as tellers.

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—
ayes 149, noes 145.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr, O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment to the committee amendment, which I send to
the desk. .

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. O'Connor to the Crisp amendment:
After the word * bread,” which is the line in the Crisp amend-
ment, insert “ and malt sirups sold and used for the manufacture
of malted milk or other medicinal products.”

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr, Chairman, while malted milk is ex-
empt and medicines are exempf, the committee amendment
added an exemption for malt sirup in the making of bread.
Malted milk is more of a medicine than a beverage. I also
understand that in the hospitals throughout the country a
lot of malt sirups are used in the making of medicinal prep-
arations.

Mr, CRISP, Mr. Chairman, the committee has no objec-
tion to the amendment of the gentleman from New York.
We intended to exempt all those malt sirups.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Grover to the pending Crisp amend-

ment: After paragraph (6) of the Crisp amendment add the fol-
lowing as paragraph (7):
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“ Bales by licensed manufacturers of gases, electricity, or power
to be used in production of agriculture crops, and the preparation
of seed crops for marketing purposes.”

Mr. GLOVER. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mitfee, the only purpose of this amendment is to exempt
power used in the production of agriculture. It is a matter
to which I called the attention of the chairman a few days
ago. At that time the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp]
said that he thought there was some merit in it, or words to
that effect. Here is the situation that I am trying to reach.

In my district there is one of the largest rice fields in the
United States. It is in a prairie country. It takes hun-
dreds of pumps to pump the water to overflow the lands or
cover the lands so that rice will grow. There are hundreds
and hundreds of acres of it. That has to be produced by
electric pumps pumping the water to cover the land.

I have a telegram from those people growing rice saying
that this tax would possibly put them out of that production.
The purpose of this bill all the way through has been to
exempt agriculture. The amendment I have offered goes
farther than that, and would exempt the gins that are gin-
ning cotton. Every southern man who has a cotton gin in
his district ought to be in favor of this amendment.

Why do we want to penalize the man who grows cotton
or rice, or the man who grows other agricultural products?
All in the world this does is to exempt that part of this
power, either gas or electricity, that is used for that pur-
pose. This amendment would also affect the dairying in-
terests, where electric milkers are used. They would be
exempted from this tax. I am sure many of the members
of the Committee on Ways and Means will be favorable to
this, and I can not see why this amendment should not be
accepted by the committee. :

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisr] was very kind
in his statement about it the other day, and I am sure he
feels it is a worthy amendment. If it were not so, I would
not offer it, but this is something that should be exempted.
If this bill passes, it is an exception that ought to be put
into the bill, and this is the proper place to put it in.

I hope that every man who is interested in agriculture
will vote for this amendment.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GLOVER. I yield.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Unless this does pass, it means
that practically every bale of cotton will be taxed from 50
to 80 cents a bale?

Mr. GLOVER. Yes.

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GLOVER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RANKIN. It would not after we adopt the Doughton
motion.

Mr. GLOVER. Well, it would not hurt that. I am for
the Doughton amendment.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GLOVER. I will be glad to yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. CRISP. I will state that I did call this up before
the committee, but in the multitudinous things before the
committee, no final decision was reached. As far as I am
concerned, I have no objection to it.

Mr. GLOVER. I thank the gentleman, and I hope the
amendment offered by me will be adopted.

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer a sub-
stitute for the amendment just offered by the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. GLOVER].

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will suggest to the gentle-
man from California that an amendment of that sort would
not be in order. It would be an amendment in the third
degree. We are now considering a committee amendment,
and there has been an amendment offered to the committee
amendment.

Mr. BARBOUR. It would not be in order as a substitute?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks not. ¢

Mr. STAFFORD. If the Chair will permit, there are four
motions that might be entertained at any time, namely, an
amendment, an amendment to that amendment, a substitute,
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and an amendment to the substitute. As I understand the
proposal of the gentleman from California, he offered his
amendment as a substitute for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas. I do not say that it is a
substitute; but if it is offered as a substitute, it is in order
and is not within the restricted class of being within the
third degree.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman
from Wisconsin and the gentleman from California that as
the amendment is offered, it is offered to the Crisp amend-
ment. There is already one amendment pending.

- Mr. STAFFORD, Then it is an amendment in the third
egree,

Mr. BARBOUR. I would like to state that I am offering it
as a substitute, but to be added to the Crisp amendment in
the event it is passed.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman can offer it after the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Grover] is disposed of.

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas,

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Grover) there were ayes 126 and noes 110.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BarsoUR: paragraph
the Crisp amendment Jm words “electaggla;d:;e; energy.” e

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I think the committee
has acted wisely in accepting the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Grover], because electricity
used on the ranches is just as necessary in the operation of
a farm or ranch and in the production of a crop thereon as
is fertilizer or farm implements or feed for livestock, or any
of the other things that have been exempted in the bill or
in the Crisp amendment. The amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arkansas is entirely consistent with the po-
sition of the committee in regard to the other exemptions,
so far as agriculture is concerned.

My amendment will go farther. It will exempt all elec-
tricity. Electricity is one of the most necessary things and
is used in practically all of the homes of this counfry. In
the country, in the villages, and in the cities we all use elec-
tricity. The rich use it and the poor use it, and if we tax
electricity that is used in the homes, we are placing a tax
on the very people we are trying to exempt in the Crisp
amendment by exempting the necessaries of life.

Mr. DYER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. I yield.

Mr. DYER. If we exempt everything that pertains to
agriculture, as we are starting to do, where will we get any
money to balance the Budget?

Mr. BARBOUR. This does not exempt everything. It
exempts electricity. The committee has adopted a policy,
which is evidenced by the Crisp amendment, of exempting
the necessaries of life, and I submit this amendment to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union in
line with the policy of the Crisp amendment, because it
exempts another necessary—electricity—which, to my mind,
is just as essential in our daily life and just as necessary as
clothing or food.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. Yes.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Can the gentleman tell us how much
this would mean in reduced revenue?

Mr. BARBOUR. I can notsay. I have not those figures.

Mr. PATTERSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. Yes.

Mr. PATTERSON. I understand that the gentleman’s
amendment exempts all the electricity used in the homes of
the people who are out of work?

Mr. BARBOUR. All electricity. In addition to that, I
may say that in this country there are many small electric
railroad lines that to-day are operating at a loss. They are
rendering a real service to the people of this country and are
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doing so at a loss.- If they are taxed under this bill, it would
simply add to their operating loss.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. - Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. Yes.

Mr. LaAGUARDIA. Is the gentleman’s amendment suf-
ficiently broad to cover cities as well.

Mr. BARBOUR. Everything. It exempts all electrical
power or energy.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. In view of the action taken by the
committee on the previous amendment, it would seem to me
there could be no argument against this amendment.

Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. Yes.

Mr. COLTON. The gentleman’s statement is correct re-
garding interurban lines. It is also true regarding mines.
Our mines are shut down because they can not keep up ex-
penses, and many of them get their power from electrical
energy.

Mr. BARBOUR. Electricity is one of the very necessary
things that we use in the home and in practically every
activity of our daily life.

Mr. MOUSER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. I yield.

Mr. MOUSER. Why does not the gentleman include
natural gas?

Mr. BARBOUR. The gentleman can offer an amendment
to that effect. I did not want to try to cover too much
ground, but rather to confine my amendment to the one
thing—electricity.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. Yes.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Does it not include all use of
power?

Mr. BARBOUR. All use of power; yes. That is what I
am aiming at.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment will
not be adopted. If it is adopted, you will lose in revenue
$12,000,000, With the exemptions that have already been
proposed, practically all of the necessities of life are exempt.
All food and all material that goes into the making of
human food is exempt. All wearing apparel is exempt.
However, under the bill the material that goes into the
manufacture of wearing apparel is subject to the 2% per
cent tax. But, gentlemen, with the exemptions that have
been proposed by the committee, the tax will practically
apply to basic industries, and as it is reported by the com-
mittee, with the committee amendment engrafted into it, it
will raise from $450,000,000 to $460,000,000.

Now, this tax on electricity is not burdensome. I regret
we have to tax anything. This tax is based on the manu-
facturers’ wholesale cost at the switch—not covering the
service and sales agencies—and it is 2% per cent on the
wholesale manufacturers’ price. The average wholesale
manufacturers’ price of electrical energy at the switch is
about half a cent a kilowatt-hour. This tax is not levied on
the retail price but on the wholesale price.

There is no need of my discussing it further. I have
presented the facts to you, and I hope the amendment will
not prevail.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP, Yes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. As I understand the amendment—
and I want to see if I am correct—this would exempt all
electricity used domestically, agriculturally, and industrially?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Altogether?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. ESTEP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. ESTEP. The gentleman stated that if this amend-
ment were adopted it would take about $12 009,000 out of

the proposed increase in taxes?

Mr. CRISP. That is what the expert tells me.

Mr. ESTEP. Can the gentleman tell us how much the
adoption of the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Arkansas will cost?
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Mr. CRISP. It is estimated to be about $500,000.

Mr. GIFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

. Mr. GIFFORD. I would like to ask the gentleman whether
Canada taxes electrical power?

Mr, CRISP. I will answer the gentleman candidly by say-
ing I do not know. I did not go to Canada this fall with
the Hearst party, so I can not answer that question.

Mr. GIFFORD. May I read one sentence from the report?

Mr. CRISP. = Yes.

Mr. GIFFORD (reading):

Electric power is of such great use In our manufacturing indus-
tries, which we wish to encourage, that we are not directly
taxing it.

I wonder if anybody could inform us whether, if they do
not tax it directly, they are indirectly taxing it?

Mr. CRISP. I would answer my friend if I could, but I
will not make any statement that I do not know to be
accurate. I will not give any misinformation.

Mr. YON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.-

Mr. YON. In one community in my district t.he city is
furnished with electricity by a power company under con-
tract. Where would the tax be collected in that instance?

Mr. CRISP. Under the law, where a city performs strictly-
a povernmental function, it is exempt from this tax. There-
fore, if the city were operating a municipal electric plant or
gas plant, the power or the gas which the city itself con-
sumes would not be subject to the tax, but the gas or elec-
tricity which the city sold to private individuals is not
strictly a governmental business and the tax would apply in
such a case.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chalrman, there is no tax on elec-
tricity in Canada. The Government has a monopoly on
the production of electricity, almost a complete monopoly,
and the Government does not tax itself. There is no tax
in Canada.

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from California.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Barsour) there were—ayes 54, noes 153.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BoarneEss: In paragraph 3 of the
committee amendment, after the word *“ machinery,” insert-a
comma and the following: “ including parts thereof; harness and
harness hardware.”

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the
attention of the chairman of the committee for a moment.
In the amendment exempting farm machinery was it not the
intent of the committee that parts for such machinery were
also to be exempted?

Mr. CRISP. It wasot, I will say to my friend. The com-
mittee felt as if they could not continue to broaden the ex-
emptions and get anything at all from the tax, and the com-
mittee felt, and I feel now, that if anyone will consider this
bill in its entirety he will see that the farmers have been
given every possible consideration.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I have talkedwitha
number of members of the committee with reference to this
matter, and most of them told me that they believed that
parts of machinery were to be exempted and that the whole
would include the elements thereof. I recognize the answer
given by the chairman of the commitfee as being a frank
statement of his view of the matter, and, of course, it con-
firms the doubts I entertained as to the construction that
would be placed thereon and what I perceive as the need of
adopting my amendment.

The amendment which I am proposing is really two
amendments, but I have offered them together in order fo
save time. I shall ask unanimous consent to have the
amendment divided when the vote is faken.

To start with, the first proposal is one of exempting parts
of machinery, and I may say to the members of the commit- "
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tee that if they are going to give any particular benefit by
this exemption to the farmers of the country during the
next two years it is far more necessary to exempt parts of
farm machinery from the tax than it is to exempt new
machines, for the farmers of the couniry, af least in our
section,arenntgomgtobebuymgmuchnewmachmgry
but a great many new parts with which to repair old
machinery.

A tax upon the repairs needed for a binder or & mower or
any other necessary farm implement is a tax almost upon
misfortune, and I hope there will be practically no votes
against that portion of the amendment which will exempt
from the manufacturers' tax the parts that go into farm
machinery; the parts that will have to be purchased by
all farmers of this country during the next few years and
until there is enough restoration of prosperity so that they
can afford to buy new machinery. Such parts are very
expensive, anyway, and the farmers can not and should not
pay a dollar, a nickel, or a penny more for them.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTNESS. No; I can not yleld. I do not want to
ask for an extension of time, hence must decline to do so.

The second portion of the amendment simply exempts
harness and harness hardware. As stated, I will ask that
the two propositions be voted on separately, so that the
Members may pass upon the merits of each independently.

The same principle which applies to the exemption of
farm implements and farm machinery, of course, applies o
harness, but in this connection there is even an additional
reason. One of the most important things in the restora-
tion of agriculture, it seems to me, in the next few years
is to try to get away from vast mass production on the
farms through the use of expensive tractors and power
equipment. It would be a wonderful thing for all the people
of the country if the farmers could get back to the more
general use of horses for their motive power. [Applause.]

Let us not put a burden, then, upon the individual farmer
who wants to again start using horses in the place of
tractors and who has to buy harness in order to do so, but
let us in this bill to a slight extent encourage such a change
and exempt that portion of the farmer’s cost of production
represented by the purchase of harness and harness hard-
ware, for, of course, the expendifures therein affect directly
the farmer’s cost of production, which in turn may affect
the price of the crop or product raised to the consumers
when they buy it.

I submit the amendments for your consideration with
confidence that you will find them meritorious. While I
appreciate the consideration given agriculture in this bill,
you can not do too much for it, as there is no class in the
country in as desperate straits as are the farmers. Remem-
ber, too, that whatever is done for them to reestablish their
purchasing power will be helpful to all other-classes in our
population. i

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment may be divided, so that the question
of exemption as to parts of machinery may be put separately
and then the rest of the language voted upon.

The CHAIRMAN. In the opinion of the Chair, the amend-
ment contains more than one substantive proposition. The
Clerk will report the first part of the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

In paragraph 3 of the committee amendment, after the word

* machinery,” insert a comma and the following: “ including parts

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the first part of
the amendment.

The question was taken; and the Chair being in doubt, the
committee divided, and there were—ayes 94, noes 74.

So the first part of the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the remainder of
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Inparagrsph:orthecommitbuammdmmt art&rthewom

“ machinery,” mmt:mmmmdtho!oﬂowins “harness and
harness hardware.”
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The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Crisp) there were—ayes 62, noes 81.

So the second part of the amendment was rejected.

M:: COX. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
men

The Clerk read as follows: :

Amend the committee amendment offered by Mr, Crisp by
adding a new subsection, as follows:

“ 8. Bales of crates, baskets, boxes, bags used for the handling,
packing, or shipping of fruit and vegetables.”

Mr. CRISP. We have no objection to that amendment.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute for that
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert at the end the following new paragraph:

“7, Bales of articles to be used a8 containers of any kind for
fruit and vegetables In any form.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman
that this is an amendment in the third degree.

Mr. GREEN. This amendment is broader than that
offered by the gentleman from Georgia. I was wondering
how it can be offered.

The CHATRMAN. It can be offered as a new paragraph
after the other amendment is disposed of. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Coxl.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to,

Mr. GREEN. Now, Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment
which is at the Clerk's desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add to the committee amendment: Insert at the end the
rouowing new p

aragraph:
“ Such sales of articles to be used as contalners of any kind for
fruit or vegetables in any form."

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is impor-
tant. It goes farther than the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia. It would exempt any kind of con-
tainers used for fruits or vegetables of any kind or any
container in any form. In other words, the canning industry
of the country is canning the surplus of our vegetables and
fruits. This would exempt the container of those goods, as
well as barrels and baskets and hampers used for shipping.

Of course, I favored the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. Cox]. In fact, it is in part the
amendment I am now offering. The fruit and vegetable
growers and shippers favor the amendment,

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I am constrained to oppose
this amendment. It will lose us $4,000,000. It will affect
the canning of any kind of food products, meat, vegetables,
or anything else. The food in them and all parts of the
food are exempt. I am willing for the adoption of amend-
ments that will aid in carrying out the full scheme of the
bill to exempt the farmers, but when you go as far as this
you are exempting the big tinning plants, the mills that
make the tin, and this bill will not produce anywhere like
the adeguate revenue, even if the House adopts it. I hope
the amendment will be defeated.

Mr. HARE. As I understand, the Cox amendment takes
care of baskets and bampers for shipping fruits and vege-
tables.

Mr. CRISP. It does, and I said that I had no objec-
tion to fit. .

Mr. BLAND. Does it exempt fish products, containers
carrying fish for food?

Mr. CRISP. What is the nature of the container?

Mr. BLAND. Usually in crates or barrels,

Mr. CRISP. My information is that it does.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I move fo strike out the
last word. The case of the farmer in connection with these
food products has been presented here in consideration of
the amendment of the gentleman from Florida [Mr, Green],
and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] has presented
opposition to the manufacturers of tin cans, There is still
a third element interested in this matter, and that third
element consists of the consumers of food. It is my opin-
ion—and I believe this House is in agreement with me—
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that American citizens should be permitted to live before
they are compelled to assume the burdens of taxation.

Mr. CRISP. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE. Yes.

Mr. CRISP. I have not the slightest doubt that this tax
on cans, negligible as it is, will be absorbed by the canners
and will not affect the consumer at all.

Mr. WHITE. I believe we should stand firmly by the
principle that the poor people in the cities of the United
States as well as in the country should be exempted from
taxes until they at least have an opportunity to make a
living.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE. Yes.

Mr, MURPHY. The answer given by the chairman of
this committee would apply to everything in the way of
a sales tax. It will be absorbed, but it is the poor man
who will absorb it, because he is the man who is eating
out of the cheap tin can. The poor man lives out of these
tin cans, and you are going to put a tax on the users of
these food products. Here is a chance for you fellows who
are against the sales tax to do something real and tangible
and worth while.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment of
the gentleman from Florida will prevail.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Florida [Mr. GREEN].

The question was faken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-~
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GreeN to the committee amendment
offered by Mr. Crisp: Insert at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

*(8) Bales of turpentine or resin.”

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I would particularly like to
have the attention of those from the naval stores-producing
States, and those from the paint, the soap, and the varnish
manufacturing States. Naval-stores production for this
year has declined because the producers are not realizing
the price of production in many cases. There is some ques-
tion as to whether naval-stores products may be properly
classified as farm products. At the last session of Con-
gress we passed a special act bringing gum turpentine and
gum resin under the provisions of the marketing act, so that
the Federal Farm Board could lend some assistance to this
industry.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN. Yes.

Mr. CRISP. Practically all of those resins and furpen-
tines are used in further manufacture. If they are used
in further manufacture and sold to licensed manufacturers
they are exempt,

Mr. GREEN. Then the chairman should not object to
this amendment. We want to be sure that these products
are protected. Of the producers in my distriet, I am in-
formed only & few did not lose money last year. If you
want those making soap in your districts, making paint in
your district, or making varnish in your district, as well as
other manufactured articles to pay more, then put an addi-
tional tax on this agricultural product. It is highly im-
portant that we protect all lines of the farming industry.
This is a line of farming. As an industry it is now dis-
tressed, as are some of the wheat and cotton industries.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Can any of the articles mentioned in
the amendment be used of and by themselves as such?

Mr. GREEN. Yes. They are used to mix in paint, and
for other purposes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, If they are, they are not taxed.

Mr. GREEN. Oh, no; the gentleman is wrong. A con-
sumer will buy a gallon of paint and add probably a quart
of turpentine.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Ii becomes a component part of the
paint, and the paint is taxed and the turpentine is nof.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6803

Mr. GREEN. Oh, no; I beg the gentleman’s pardon. I
asked for information and I was reliably informed that
naval stores would be taxed.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN. Yes. 5

Mr. CRISP. I know something of naval stores, and a
great part of them are exported. Under this bill exports
are not taxed, and if they are used in further manufacture
they do not pay a tax. The amendment is unnecessary.

Mr. GREEN. The gentleman knows as well as I do that
the naval storesmen are going in the hole every day. I hope
the amendment will be adopted. In fact, I am informed
that these products are not exempt, and I believe this in-
dustry should stand on all fours with other agricultural
products.

Mr. HARE. Mr. Chairman, I am apprehensive that the
House is not fully advised as to the full purport of the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Flerida. I have
the ‘impression that many Members of the House do not
recognize turpentine and resin as farm products. In my
section of the country turpentine is looked upon as a farm
product very much as corn or wheat or cotton. I can best
illustrate it by saying that in my boyhood days I assisted in
working a turpentine farm. For example, I would plow
cotton one day, chip pines the next day, would plow corn
the following day, and dip resin the next. We used the
same wagons used in our other farm operations in trans-
porting the resin to the still, and we used the same farm
team in transporting it to the turpentine still or market.
Therefore, it is purely a farm crop. There is no doubt but
that the tax will be levied by the man who first processes
the resin. The man who distills the resin and places the
turpentine on the market will not know whether it is going
into a manufactured product or not. He sells it in the raw
state. Turpentine is sold primarily in the raw state, and the
acting chairman of the committee knows that it is sold pri-
marily by the man who distills it. There is no processing
after it passes his hands until it reaches the manufacturer
of paint, varnish, or soap, and under the law the distiller
would be compelled, as I understand, to pay the tax; but
afterwards, if it goes into paint or into soap or into some
other product, the second manufacturer would not be re-
quired to pay the tax, for the tax is already paid by the
original producer and collected from the original producer.
I can see a great deal more merit in this amendment than
has been credited to it, because if we are going fo exempt a
farm crop or a farm product or a processed farm product,
and I think we should, then turpentine should be included
just as flour made out of wheat should be included or just
as meal made out of corn should be included. I think the
amendment should be adopted. [Applause.]

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Florida [Mr. GREEN].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I have no desire to cut off
amendments, but some of the gentlemen who are on the
other side of this bill have asked me to see if we could not
get some agreement as to the closing of debate on this
amendment and all amendments thereto. So, Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that debate on this amend-
ment and all amendments thereto shall close at 2 o'clock.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisrl?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr, Chairman, reserving the right to
object——

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object——

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, regular order.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, then I move that all debate
on this amendment and all amendments thereto be closed
at 2 o'clock. That does not prevent the offering of amend-
ments which it is desired to offer.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, before that motion is put,
will the gentleman permit me fo ask a question?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.
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Mr. MAPES. There seems to have been a disposition on
the part of a great many Members to offer amendments to
the amendment which the pentleman from Georgia has
offered, to exempt from the sales tax certain articles of
manufacture. I am interested in offering an amend-
ment——

Mr. BLANTON.
order.

Mr. MAPES. Will the gentleman not withhold that for a
moment?

Mr. BLANTON. Well, we would all like to make a speech
on this. Regular order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Regular order is demanded.

The question is on the motion of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Crisp] that all debate on this amendment and
all amendments thereto shall close at 2 o’clock.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia offered an amendment, which
the Clerk reported, as follows:

At the end of the committee amendment offered by Mr. Crise
add the following paragraph: “ Shipping containers for farm and
garden products produced in the United States.”

Mr, CRISP. Is that not the substance of an amendment
that has already been adopted?

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. No; I think not. My inten-
tion was only to include crates for strawberries, kale, potato
barrels, and things like that. I am willing to put in the
words “ wooden containers ” in order to try to get the amend-
ment in line with the thought which the gentleman sug-
gested he would not object to a few moments ago.

Mr. CRISP. I think the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox] covers the situation.

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. I was unable fo ascertain
just what his amendment provided.

Mr. CRISP. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox]
offered an amendment which I stated I had no objection to,
and I think it meets the situation.

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, may I at
this time in my tm:le find out what that amendment pro-
vided?

‘Mr. CRISP. It provided as follows:

Crates, baskets, boxes, bags, and other containers for handling,
packing, and shipping fruits and vegetables.

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. I was not able to hear it
before.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to withdraw the
amendment which I offered.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment is
withdrawn.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOUSTON of Hawaii offered the following amend-
ment:

On page 226, line 2, after the word " Btate,” insert the word
“ Territory.”

The CHAIRMAN. The attention of the Chair has been
called to the fact that this amendment is not germane at
this point. The gentleman can offer it later.

Mr. LaGUARDIA offered the following amendment, which

the Clerk reported, as follows:
g At the end of the Crlsp amendment, as amended, add the follow-
S osiasd, Trat all iatertale and: drticien uhed 11 the mscitac-
ture of articles herein specifically exempted shall llkewise be
exempt from the manufacturers’ excise tax herein imposed.”

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, yesterday or the day
before, when the committee announced the exemption of
this tax on clothes and food and farm implements, it was
generally believed that all such articles were absolutely ex-
empted. Upon looking up the law and upon conferring with
officials in the Treasury Department, as well as members of
the committee, we find it is not entirely so and that the lim-
ited exemptions are a very small concession. For instance,
the minute that clothes and garments and suits are exempted,
the tax reverts back to the textiles, to the buttons, to the
linings, to the trimmings, and everything that goes into a
suit, including fuel, light, and heat. The minute the tax on

Mr. Chairman, I ask for the regular
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shoes is exempted, the tax reverts back to the leather and
everything that goes info a shoe. Therefore I submit that
if this exemption is offered in good faith—and I know the
gentleman from Georgia is acting absolutely in good faith—
some one has slipped in a joker. If we are to exempt food,
clothes, and wearing apparel, let us have an honest-to-good-
ness exemption and exempt everything that goes into the
making of such exempt articles. [Applause.]

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I will only take about two
minutes. There is no joker in this amendment.

The committee knew what it was doing. There was no
intention of exempting materials, because such an exemption
is not capable of being administered. If we strike out every-
thing in the bill there will be no base on which to compute
a tax. The last statistics show the volume of business to be
$60,000,000. To-day, with the exemptions we have recom-
mended, you will compute the two and a quarter per cent
tax on a base of about $20,000,000. I hope the amendment
will not be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. LaGuarpia) there were—ayes 37, noes 91

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Branton: At the end of the com-
mittee amendment offered by Mr. Crisp, add “(7) ice.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recog-
nized for two minutes.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, to save my life, I can not
understand why this bill should contain a provision to tax
ice. The purpose of my amendment is to prevent a tax on
ice. There should be no tax on ice.

Ever since I have been in public life I have been making
an earnest uncompromising fight to force all necessities to
be furnished the people at the lowest cost possible, The
people should get electric light and current at the lowest
price possible. They should get gas and other fuel at the
lowest price possible. They should get their water at the
very lowest possible price. They should have transportation
on street cars, busses, and railroads at the very lowest cost
possible. And they should have their ice at the lowest price
possible,

In my State ice has been sold at the cities of Waco, Aus-
tin, and San Antonio at 20 cents per hundred, while in some
cities controlled by monopolies if is still sold for 50, 60, and
even 75 cents per hundred, which is outrageous.

Mr. Chairman, ice is no longer a luxury. Every poor
family in the United States should have ice as cheaply as
they can get it, just the same as anybody else. In many
places the local water is absolutely unfit to drink unless it
has ice in it during the summer months. Why should not
ice be exempt from this tax?

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. I yield.

Mr. CRISP. Under such an amendment we will lose about
$3,000,000. I have no objection to the amendment.

Mr. BLANTON. Then, Mr. Chairman, since the gentle-
man from Gecrgla [Mr. Crisrl, the chairman of the com-
mittee, evidences a willingness to accept my amendment, I
do not care to use any further time in discussing it, but will
ask for a vote on it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ScHAFER to the committee amend-
ment: Strike out all after the word “sirup™ Io the amendment
and insert a comma and add the following: *ligquid malt and
malt extract, fluid, solid, or condensed.”
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is
recognized for three minutes.
- Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, in three minutes I can
merely scratch the surface of this great fundamental prin-
ciple,
the fact that malt sirups are a food product by including
them in their list of exemptions when sold to bakers in
con'ainers of not less than 50 pounds. Under that exemp-
tion a baker who purchases a 50-pound container will not
have to pay the 21 per cent sales tax, but the little baker
and housewife baker will have to pay an extortionate sales
tax of approximately 30 per cent under another section of
the bill. The big baker who purchases a 50-pound container
will get the benefit of the exemption while the housewife
with five or six half-starved children who desires to bake
bread and other foods for her family, as contained in this
voluminous book of recipes, will have to pay a sales tax of
30 per cent. Unless my amendment is adopted you are
also going to take powdered malt sirup like that contained
in this can and make the purchaser pay a 30 per cent sales
tax thereon. You are going to make those who can not keep
body and soul together pay a tribute under a 30 per cent
sales tax on malt sirups which are used for food and malted
milk as well as to manufacture home-brew. I certainly
hope that in the name of justice my amendment will be
adopted so as to prevent the indefensible sales tax of 30 per
cent on essential foods of the American people.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin,

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CerrEr: Add to the committee
amendment a new subsection, as follows:

“ Kitchen utensils and household articles used in the cooking
and preparation of food and foodstuffs for human consumption.”

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from New York is rec-
ognized for two minutes.

Mr. PARKS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. PARKS. May I inquire of the Chair under what rule
the Chair recognizes Members for two minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. By agreement with the gentleman who
proposed the amendment, otherwise the gentleman would be
recognized for five minutes under the rules of the Committee
of the Whole.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, we have declared exempt
under the committee amendment agricultural products. We
have been dealing very fairly with the agricultural popula-
tion. I appeal to you now for the teeming millions in the
metropolitan centers, a center like New York, from whence
I come. I ask that when food is prepared in the kitchen
that the media by which it is prepared shall be exempted.
We have exempted food, we have exempted clothing, and I
think we should go further and exempt the articles by
which the food is cooked or boiled in the kitchen.

I appeal to you in this regard for the housewives of the
Nation, not only in the cities but also in the country, and
ask that my amendment prevail.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
of the gentleman from New York.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. MILLARD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Mrmragp: Add & new paragraph to

the committee amendment offered by Mr. Crisp and insert " the
flag of the United States.”

Mr. MILLARD. Mr. Chairman, I notice with great ap-
proval that the committee has exempted Bibles, the books
of the Old Testament and the New Testament, rosaries,
chaplets, medals, and similar articles of religious devotion.
Next to religion comes patriotism, and my amendment is to
exempt the American flag. There should not be a fax on
patriotism. [Applause.]
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Girroep to the committee amend-
ment: After the word “ machinery " insert * together with imple-
ments and machinery used in the fishery industries.”

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, it should not take more
than a minute to convince this House that the fishery in-
dustry does nothing but produce food. The fishermen now
use power in their small boats, and it is an industry where
they work harder, run more risks, and engage in a far more
dangerous calling than does the farmer. I think it could
only have been an inadvertence on the part of the com-
mittee that they were not exempted. Certainly, no lengthy
argument ought to be necessary now that the committee has
exempted the agricultural interests, who are far better off
than those who engage in the fishery industry. I urge that
this amendment be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. -The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Girrorp) there were—ayes 40, noes 73.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr, NOLAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NoraN: Add to the list of exemp-

tions in the Crisp amendment *sales of trusses, artificial 1imbs,
and orthopedic appliances.”

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Chairman, I can not believe that when
the committee eliminated necessities from this bill they had
any idea of imposing a tax upon these appliances that the
crippled, the maimed, and the disabled are forced to use
because of their misfortune; and orthopedic appliances are
used largely to correct deformities of crippled children.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Branp: Amend the committee
amendment offered by Mr. Crisp, as amended, by adding a new
subsection, as follows:

“Sales of contalners used for shipping any sea-food products
shipped for consumption as food.”

Mr. ELAND. Mr. Chairman, the only purpose of this
amendment is to bring the sea-food industry in line with
the agricultural industry, and make the same application to
the sea-food products which has been made to fruits and
vegetables. I regret that the limit of time which has been
fixed by the committee will not permit full discussion of this
amendment. Certainly the same rule that applies to fruits
and vegetables should apply to sea-food products, which
constitute a large part of the food of the country and at
reasonable rates. The industry is suffering as severely as
other industries, the men engaged have much work and
small profits, with frequently no profits at all, and they
should not be burdened further. The burden is one that
they could not pass on, but would be compelled to absorb.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. GRANFIELD. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GranrFELp: At the end of the com-
mittee amendment add the following new paragraph:

“(8) Coal and wood of all kinds for use as fuel in the home.”

Mr. GRANFIELD. Mr, Chairman, the amendment which
I have just offered provides that coal and wood of all kinds
used as fuel in the home be exempted from the imposition
of the 2Y; per cent tax. This is a very proper and necessary
amendment.

The distinguished gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisel,
in behalf of the Committee on Ways and Means, has recom-
mended that foods, clothing, and medicine be tax exempt.
Just a few moments ago the distinguished gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Branton] offered an amendment which would
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include ice in the list of exemptions. I am impressed that
coal and wood are in the same category as food, clothing,
and medicine, and ice, and for that reason I offer this
amendment.

I wish, further, to call to the attention of the House that
coal and wood are the poor man's fuel, and that to-day many
of our citizens are buying coal and wood by the bag. I
regard thesé commodities just as necessary to the welfare
of our people as other necessities of life, and I trust the
House will adopt my amendment.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRANFIELD. I yield to the gentleman from North
Carolina,

Mr. ABERNETHY. What does the gentleman’s amend-
ment cover?

Mr. GRANFIELD, My amendment covers coal and wood
used only in the home for fuel purposes.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Does the gentleman think that ought
to be taken off?

Mr. GRANFIELD. Yes. I am convinced that the exemp-
tions which are provided for by my amendment should be
accepted by the House. Without any question a tax on coal
and wood is a burden which will be borne by the poorer
class of our people. This class should not be forced to bear
a tax of this character during these times of great financial
distress. Most of our people are having all they can do to
obtain sufficient money to purchase the bare necessities of
life. I trust the amendment will be adopted.

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman from Massachu-
setts yield?

Mr. GRANFIELD. I am happy to yield to my colleague.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I hope the committee will accept it.

Mr. CRISP. I bhave no objection.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer a substitute,
exempting coal entirely.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman
that that would be an amendment in the third degree. The
question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. GRANFIELD].

The question was taken; and on a division there were
87 ayes and T noes.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add at the end of the Crisp amendment a new paragraph, as

follows:
* Sales of coal.”

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen, I will
make no argument in one minute on this subject, but I will
try to give you the coal statistics, from which you can de-
rive your own argument.

The statistics show that the anthracite coal of 1929 brought
$400,000,000 in round numbers, and the bituminous coal
brought $1,000,000,000 in round numbers. Perhaps one-third
of the bituminous coal produced goes info manufacture, so
that would be caught later in the tax. The exempting amend-
ment just adopted, just restricted to coal used for fuel in the
homes, would not cover more than one-third of the coal pro-
duced in the United States. It would not reach any of the
coal sold to the railroads. They have done more than any
other single cause to prevent reasonable coal prices and
wreck the coal-mining industry.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Maryland.

The question was taken, and the amendment was re-
Jjected.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Chalrman I offer the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add to the Crisp amendment, after the word “ medicine,” the
words “animal vaccines and serums.”

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Chairman, I have offered this
amendment, but I desire to ask the chairman of the com-
mittee whether the word * medicine ” in the Crisp amend-
ment would cover vaccines and serums?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

MARCH 24

Mr. CRISP. 1 think the gentleman’s amendment is un-
necessary, and the Treasury expert agrees with me.

Mlt:: HOPKINS. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my amend-
men

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks
unanimous consent to withdraw his amendment. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the
gentleman from Georgia if under his amendment cottonseed
oil would be exempt?

Mr. CRISP. I think there is no doubt about it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the Iol-
lowing amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add at the end of the committee amendment the following:
*“Bales of cottonseed oll, peanut oil, or other American-grown
agricultural products.”

Mr. CRISP. My understanding is that these commodities
are used principally for human food, and they are exempt.

: I\g.r JOHNSON of Texas. These are not always used in
00

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairmnn.!oﬂert.hefullawini
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Wrrarow to the Crisp amendment:
After the words “(1) sales of Iuod for human consumption,”

Lnsert “ except oleomargarine and other substitutes for butter,
ut."”

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, under the provisions of
the Crisp amendment as amended cleomargarine and other
substitutes for butter are exempt from the provisions of the
manufacturers’ excise tax. My amendment will place the
manufacturers’ tax on oleomargarine and other substitutes
for butter. In 1931 there were manufactured in the United
States approximately 275,000,000 pounds of oleomargarine.
This amendment if adopfed will bring to the Treasury of
the United States more than $850,000 annually. This will be
an aid to dairying, which is one of the basic agricultural
industries of the country, and in all fairness I believe this
amendment should be adopted.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment will
not be adopted. Oleomargarine is the poor man's food, and
to-day it bears a 10-cent special tax.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin,

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I offer the
following amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lanxrorp of Georgla: On page 225,
after the committee amendments offered by Mr. Crisp, Insert:

“(1) Crossties, lumber, shingles, and other forms of construction
material manufactured or produced from timber of any kind.

“(2) Turpentine, resin, and all other naval-stores products.

“(8) Cottonseed meal, cottonseed oll, and all other forms of
prepared or processed cottonseed products.”

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of
order that the amendment contains subject matter that has
been already passed upon by the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is overruled.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of
order that it is not offered in the proper place in the pending
amendment. We have adopted numerous amendments to
the Crisp amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is overruled. The
question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question now is on the committee
amendment as amended.

The committee amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Harran: Page 226, after line 6, add a
new subparagraph, to he numbered consecutively, as follows:

“ Bales to municipally or privately owned or operated railways
which furnish urban, suburban, interurban, or other transporta-
iion service as common carriers.”

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
amendment is to try to save for labor and for public service
a great many of our commen carriers that are now hang-
ing on through receiverships. Every common carrier that
operates on rails has everything to purchase that the bus
lines have to purchase, and, in addition to that, has to
purchase a great many commodities that the bus lines do not
purchase. We have all witnessed our railway lines, urban
and interurban, and our street-railway lines going out of
business or going into the hands of receivers. A short time
ago we passed a Reconstruction Finance Corporation bill
to lend money to keep these organizations going, and now
we are about to pass a bhill to tax the things they buy in
such a way as to destroy them.

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, will the genfleman yield?

Mr. HARLAN. Yes.

Mr. CONNERY, Has the gentleman drawn his amend-
ment carefully enough to take care of these street-car lines
which are practically going broke, but at the same time to
not exempt these street-car companies?

Mr. HARLAN. My amendment does not have anything
to do with the power companies. I am not talking about
power. Everything that is purchased by any common car-
rier, street-car line, interurban line, or railroad that goes on
rails is embraced within my amendment. If we do not do
something of that kind, then the securities invested in
these companies are not going to be worth anything in the
very near future. Of course, we have helped them a little.
The Pennsylvania Railroad Co. has made a big loan fo
electrify their lines, and now we turn around and put a tax
on the commodities they are going to buy. It seems fo me
in the interest of the public that are using our street-car
lines, in the interest of the companies themselves, and the
investors, this amendment ought to be adopted.

Mr. RAINEY., Mr, Chairman, this amendment will lose
$40,000,000. It will lose twice as much as all of the other
amendments we have adopted to-day will lose. We have
just made an appropriation of $500,000,000 under the Recon-
struction Corporation bill, and a large part of that is going
to the railroads. We have done enough for the railroads for
one session of Congress.

Lir. SHANNON. Mr. Chairman I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Chairman, there is a large continu-~
ing annual national deficit due to the maladministration of
the affairs of Government during the past 11 years. This
should not be charged to the Republican Party as a whole,
but should be laid specifically to the billionaire wing of that
party, which brazenly took charge of this Nation some 11
years ago, with Andrew Mellon af the helm.

Whether Mr. Mellon was acting through Mr. Harding, Mr.
Coolidge, or Mr. Hoover, the result was the same. His efforts
were directed to the service of only one class of the American
people—the cult of Mammon. Mr. Mellon’s selection was an
unfortunate departure from the traditions of the past. Be-
fore the advent of Mellonism the men who held the great
key place of Government as Secrefaries of the Treasury had
never been possessed of stupendous wealth.

Commencing with Alexander Hamilton, of the Washington
administration, down to Andrew Mellon, of the Harding ad-
ministration, the men who have held this important post
have been, as a rule, men of limited means but great in their
knowledge of finances. This can be seen by a review of the
names of those who have held this position since the begin-
ning of our Government.

The big rich prior to 1921, in dealing with government,
had to act through a Secretary of the Treasury chosen from
the ranks of the people, and one whose wealth was nof suffi-
cient to separate him from them.
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Mr. Mellon tock charge just 11 years ago. He recently
slipped out under cover of darkness. Then the thing that
definitely fixes the present administration as being wedded
to a government of the big rich is the selection of Mr.
Mellon’s successor. Mr. Ogden Mills was not selected from
the ranks of the moderately well-to-do, as those great Secre-
taries of the past, such as John Sherman, John G. Carlisle,
and men of that stamp, but Mr. Mills was cut off the same
piece of cloth as Mr. Mellon. Well might it be said that he
is a worthy representative of the big rich and fits into Mel-
lon’s shoes perfectly. Mr, Mills, like Mr, Mellon, is a man of
fabulous wealth.

I wish to read here the names of those who have in the
past held the important position of Secretary of the
Treasury:

Secretaries of the Treasury

Becretary of the
Presidents Treasury

Residence

Alexander Hamilton..| New York. - cveeeeee
Connecticat. . ____|

Oliver Wolcott, jr.-..-
do do- 1797
Samuel Dexter M I ts

Washington. . ceeoee e
Do

William E'meturd- G

Richard Rush_....___.
Samue] D. Ingham
Loms MeLane._._....

Harrloon - L
Tyler E

0 SR s W o

. Wa
Willism M, Memdit.h.
Corwin

Th Ohi

James Guthrie. .......|

Howell Cobb.___...._.| G

{ Philip F. Thomas_____

John A, Dix

Balmon P. Chase_..._.

| William P. Fessenden .

| Hugél McCulloch. ...
0

Gé&ga 5. Boutwell...
. A. Richardson

{1]

CharlesJ, Folger......
Walter Q. Gmham--. Indi
Hugh MeCull
Daniel Manning. ...
Charles 8. Falrvhﬂd
William Windom..._.
Charles Foster

John.@. Cerlisle__.__..

Ohio.
Eentucky_____.___._
Illinois

MuKm]ay
Roosevelt.

[¢] B. Cortelyoun._.

I-‘mnElin MacVeagh. .

William G. McAdoo..

Carter Glass. ___

David F, Houston__..

Andéew W. Mellon. ..
0. -

?h, pn RS SO L SRR LA

The sales tax is a movement of the big rich to displace
from their shoulders the burden that rightfully belongs
there. This is no time to put additional taxes on the masses.
The people are already overburdened with taxes.

No additional burden should be placed on any class or on
anyone if it can be avoided. Additional taxes can be
avoided. Issue 10-year 334 per cent interest Govermment
bonds, one-fifth payable each two years, for the full amount
of the anticipated deficit, with income from bonds exempt
from income taxes. Then ascertain the lowest estimate of
Federal income for the next two years, and deduct 20 per
cent from this estimate; abolish enough bureaus, commis-
sions, and sinecures, and cut expenses of all kinds, until
Government estimated income will meet the expenses, and
then stop. Add no taxes of any kind to any class. The
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deficit bonds can be taken care of when times are good in
the future. It is unsound to increase taxes if avoidable.
This course will meet with the approval of the people and
add prestige to this Congress.

Why attempt to wipe out in one year an annual deficit
that the administration has allowed to accumulate for al-
most 12 years? During these years the Government has
been squandering the public wealth. Now this is to be a
year of jubilee. The people are going to repudiate the nearly
12 years of Government—not of the Republican Party but
of the billionaire wing of it.

The soft, willing, and glad hand of the administration
was given to the bankers, the railroads, and so forth, in the
way of relief. Now the boot is to be given to the thousands
of clerks in the Government e.mploy. in the way of salary
reductions.

When this revenue bill was first reported, it placed a tax
grabber between the mouths of the poor and the grocery
store; a stamp between medicine and the sick; and a tax
between the shivering body and the clothing store.

The conduct of the administration and of the so-called
leaders of this Congress gives an apt illustration of what
takes place in legislation when it discriminates between the
fortunes of the rich and the daily wants of the poor.

The Chief Executive violated proper conduct in legisla-
tion when he had secret conferences with selected Members
of this Congress, prior to the convening thereof, and lobbied
with and exacted pledges from them. These Members, also,
were not doing right, either by the people or this body, in
permitting the Executive to bind them. It is now plain that
all these preliminary meetings on the part of the adminis-
tration were for the purpose of financing the financiers who
had brought this terrible depression upon the people of this
country.

All of these financial measures—the moratorium, the Re-
construction Finance Corporation act, and the Steagall
bill—were intended to serve concerns like the Chase Na-
tional Bank.

How repellent this all is when it is realized that the
Chase National Bank was represented in everything that
went on in Europe by having on the ground its representa-
tives, as it did when it had Albert H, Wiggin, head of the
Chase National Bank, sitting as the American member of a
committee to discuss cancellation or reduction of the infer-
allied debts. And then the infamy is consummated by the
President naming as one of the managing directors of the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation a director of the Chase
National Bank.

The safety of this Nation and of government in this
country is dependent upon having political parties, one to
watch the other, with no bipartisan arrangement. It was
with amusement that I learned of the bipartisan activities.
First, with secret meetings with the Executive; second, with
breakfasts with the Executive; and third, as each measure
was propesed, a sufficient number slipping over from this
side of the Chamber to put through the banking bills. It
was with much chagrin that I watched, on many occasions,
seasoned old legislative servants of privilege, who had ren-
dered services and granted favors to privilege from year to
yvear, coming over from the other side of the Chamber to
congratulate Members on this side whenever a gentleman
from this side announced he was going to support a banking
measure as a patriotic duty. When a Member from this
side would thus commit himself, invariably there was a
rush from the other -side of these friends of privilege, fre-
quently even following the patriot into the cloakroom to
congratulate him. There was so much of this that at first
it puzzled me as to which was which, and it reminded me of
the old story of days in the past when times were hard and
the prudent mothers, to make ends meet, would clothe the
boy with trousers patched both fore and aft, so that when
you looked at the tow-headed boy on the highway you could
not tell if he was going to school or coming home.

When I see those from the minority side going to Members
on the majority side and congratulating them as patriots
I would not know which was which except for this: When
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those from the other side come over to this side it is with a
solemn mien, and with a more solemn declaration they take
the hand of the obliging and serving Member from this side
and congratulate him on his patriotism; but when they de-
part I can distinguish them, because they have a smirk of
joy on their faces, as much as to say, “ We have another one
of them.”

To me there is danger to this Republic from those gentle-
men “ whose politics are cross-eyed, whose right political foob
is on the left political leg,” who pose as Democrats and vote
as Republicans,

This Congress seems to feel that it must be most respect-
:zlldof Mammon. The great jurist, Jeremiah S. Black, once

Wealth always did make it to everybody's interest to stand well
with it. Wealth is power, and power is always honored. It is said

of Batan himself that he is sometimes worshiped for his burning

Capital jealously guards her interest, and is cruel in the
exercise of her power, and cowardly withal.

There should be less lip patfriotism on the part of the
Members of this Congress and more common sense exercised
in action.

Government by the big rich, through its Mellons, has
proven a colossal failure.

This Congress has faken care of the big bankers; this
Congress has taken care of the big insurance companies;
this Congress has taken care of the steam railroads; but
this Congress has been woefully negligent of the rights of
the individual and the struggling little merchants of our
Commonwealth. ;

From Springfield, Mo., Mr. J. W. Brownlow, of the Her-
mann-Brownlow Co., referring to the sales tax, writes me of
this case:

Although harness leather and all harness are being sold to
the farmers at about one-half of the price that he paid a few
years ago the low price of his products makes it a serlous burden
on him if he buys the equipment he needs, and he is not in a
gimltiontomumg this extra burden that this tax imposes on

m. .

As an illustration, a few dnys ago a farmer came Into our store
and wanted to buy a horse collar. We sold him this collar for
$2.25. He had just sold a case of eggs consisting of 30 dozen
for 7 cents per dozen, or $2.10. Therefore, he lacked 15 cents of
getting as much for the 30 dozen of eggs as he paid for the horse

collar. few years ago the price of this collar was $4.50. How-
ever, at that time if this farmer had brought his 30 dozen of eggs
into town he could have sold them for 80 cents per dozen, or §9,
and he could have paid §4.50 for the horse collar and still had
$4.50 left in money. This is a good illustration of what the
farmer is up against in buying equipment in order to produce his
Crops.

What bothers me is where the farmer will get the addi-
tional 15 cents to complete the sale for the horse collar. I
know very well he will not get it from the Chase National
Bank, nor from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HARLAN],

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. HOUSTON of Hawaii offered an amendment, which
the Clerk reported, as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HousTon of Hawail: PESB 226, line 2,
after the word * State;” insert the word * Territory.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, CRISP. Mr, Chairman, when I moved a few minutes
ago to close debate on my amendment and all amendments
thereto, I overlooked also saying closing debate on amend-
ments offered to the paragraph. Now, I move that all debate
on the paragraph and all amendments, and this does not
apply nor is it intended to apply to the motion of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr, DouvgHTON] to strike out
the amended paragraph—I move that all debate on the
paragraph be now closed.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. DoucHTON] is recognized on his motion to strike out
the paragraph.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Chairman, I would like to see if
we can not reach some understanding with the gentleman
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from Georgia, the acting chairman of the committee, as fo
the debate on my motion to strike out the paragraph.

Mr. CRISP. The gentleman will find me quite acquiescent
to closing debate as soon as possible. I welcome a sugges-
tion from the gentleman.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Several gentlemen have expressed the
hope that they could have some time. Would 30 minutes on
& side be agreeable?

Mr. CRISP. I will agree to it or will agree to less.

Mr. DOUGHTON. I will suggest 20 minutes on a side.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the debate
on my amendment be limited to 20 minutes on a side, 40
minutes in all.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from North Carolina?

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. CRISP. Mr, Chairman, I move that the debate be
closed on the motion of the gentleman from North Carolina
in 40 minutes, and, of course, I know the Chair will divide
the time equally between those for and against.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that there has been no debate on this amendment, and
therefore the motion for the present is out of order.

Mr. CRISP. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
DoucaToN] has taken the floor, he has been recognized, and
he has said a few words and made a unanimous-consent re-
quest. - If the gentleman from Tennessee wishes to be tech-
nical, so will I,

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I have been in committee
attending to other matters, and I would like to have a little
time on this amendment myself. [Applause.] I do not
think we ought to cut off debate in this fashion.

Mr. CRISP., Well, I had hoped the gentleman from
Tennessee would use five minutes of the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman
from Tennessee that he will recognize him for five minutes.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment fo
the motion, that the time be extended to 30 minutes to the
side.

Mr. CRISP. I have no objection to that.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi offers
an amendment to the motion of the gentleman from North
Carolina that the time be limited to 1 hour—30 minutes on a
side. :

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Georgia.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina is
recognized for five minutes.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my
amendment is to eliminate the sales-tax provision of the
pending bill. My reason for opposing a sales tax is that I
know it is unsound in principle and will be harsh, burden-
some, and unjust in its operation. It contravenes every
accepted theory of taxation. Not even in the emergency of
the great World War did our Government seriously con-
sider such a tax. The war emergency tax measures unani-
mously adopted under the leadership of the great Claude
Kitchin as chairman of the Ways and Means Committee;
the gentleman from Illinois, Henry T. RAINEY; Hon. Lincoln
Dickson; CorpELL HuLL; J. N. GarNER; J. W. CorLiEr; C. C.
Dickinson; W. A. Oldfield; CrarLEs R. Crisp; on the Demo-
cratic side; and with such distinguished Republicans as the
late Joseph W. Fordney, and William R. Green, both of whom
later became chairmen of the Ways and Means Committee—
none of these gentlemen, so far as I know, ever suggested
a sales tax in that crisis in our Nation’s history.

Are we willing now, with our boasted wealth, to admit that
conditions are so desperate and that other sources of taxa-
tion have been exhausted and are inadequate and we must
violate the time-honored policy of our Government, as advo-
cated by both the great parties, and adopt a sales tax? Are
we Democrats willing to make a record in this House, after
being out of power for 12 years, and accept the responsibility
for the enactment of the sales tax, notwithstanding the fact
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that such bill has been recommended by the Ways and
Means Committee? I served notice when the bill was re-
ported by the committee that I would offer an amendment
to strike out this part of the bill; and if it were not stricken
out, that I would vote against the bill on final roll call. But
I say, are we Democrats willing to take the responsibility
for foisting on the counfry at any time a sales tax—a policy
we have always opposed and severely condemned? What
would, or could be, our justification for such course before
the people? Surely we could not justify it in *“ peace
times ” if we did not resort to it in the greatest emergency
of our Nation’s history.

And to you, Republicans—my friends on the minority
side—may I say, are you willing to go before your constitu-
ents in the coming campaign and explain how it is that
you, the party of boasted prosperity, having capitalized the
“ prosperity ” issue in every campaign since the days of
President Cleveland—are you willing to have it made a matter
of public record that, as a result of 12 years of unbroken
service and control in every branch of the Government, the
country is so bankrupt and the Treasury so depleted that
you are forced to vote for a sales tax—a tax on consumption
and the necessities of life—in order to save the credit of
the Government?

Remember, if you do this, you will be writing on the
statute books of the Nation a record that you never can
explain—never can justify—and it can be justly capitalized
as a campaign issue against you for generations. But let
me make this prediction: If this sales~tax provision remains
in the bill and becomes a law, you Republicans will not
only have to take the blame for its necessity, if there be one,
but also the responsibility of its enactment; for certainly a
majority of the Democrats in this House will by their action
this day demonstrate that they not only do not approve but
will not accept this unjust, unreasonable, unnecessary, and
unconscionable form of taxation. Who are urging this sales
tax anyway and where did it have its birth or inception?
That Andrew Mellon, William Randolph Hearst, and the
millionaires and mutimillionaires have had for their sole
purpose and determination for years to get a sales tax
fastened on the country in order that they may be relieved
of paying income taxes, everyone knows.. Its proponents
now say it will only be temporary; but, verily, verily, I say
unto you, that the influences that are now so desperately
striving to have this sales tax written into this bill will, if
successful, be sufficiently potential with all the facilities and
resources at their command to prevent its repeal. Oh, but
the committee says they have made certain exemptions which
greatly improve the bill; but while these exemptions will,
of course, modify some of the harsh features of the bill, still
we should say to such suggestions, “ Get thee behind me,
Satan.” These exemptions are not offered by the committee
because they desire or are willing to offer them but because
they saw certain defeat and hoped by this strategy to
beguile us into swallowing the sales taX. But, my com-
rades—on both sides of the aisle—you with whom I have
fought in this desperate battle—let me now appeal to you—
those of us who have stood together and forced these con-
cessions—that we still stand shoulder to shoulder and defeat
the entire iniquity. The people of the country expect us to
do this. Small manufacturers of the country are all opposed
to a sales tax; the farmers are opposed to it; the farm
organizations, to wit: The American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, the National Farmers Union, the National Grange, also
the Consumers Counsel, the American Federation of Labor,
the Railway Laborer Executives’ Association—in fact, all
farm organizations and all labor organizations in the United
States—are up in arms and have addressed communications
to Congress protesting against this legislation.

Now is the fime and the accepted time to demonstrate to
the American people that their Representatives have heard
their voice and know their will and will obey it. Let us kill
it now, kill it dead, and trust it is killed forever.

We are told that a sales tax has worked successfully in
Canada. This may be true from the standpoint of raising
revenue; but I am reliably informed there is a great deal of
dissatisfaction among the consumers, However, the Canadian
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law bears very little similarity to the sales-tax provision of
this bill. In Canada it is primarily a luxury tax; in fact,
almost everything that could be classed as a necessity is
exempted—the list is too long to mention—there are thou-
sands of exemptions.

I had thought, and am still of the opinion, that there is
enough statesmanship in the United States to write our own
tax laws without modeling them after Canada, Australia,
Czechoslovakia, or even Spitzbergen.

I see in the papers this morning we are told that unless
we accept the sales tax we will be forced to accept the
recommendations made by the Treasury Department. They
try to get us to vote for this bill first by sugar-coating it
with a few exemptions, and, failing in this, they then
threaten us with what they say is something even worse;
but let me say in answer that when we defeat the sales tax
we will resist to the limit the imposition of other unsatis-
factory taxes. The duty of the hour is to defeat the sales
tax, and cross other bridges as we come to them.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. RAINEY rose,

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. O’'CoNNOR).
Illinois is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of
the committee, this, of course, is the crucial point in the
manufacturers’ sales-tax proposition. If the amendment
offered by the gentleman from North Carolina carries, it
absolutely destroys the manufacturers’ sales-tax provision
of this bill.

The exemptions you have made this morning amount to
a little less than $20,000,000. You made some other ex-
emptions recently, but as nearly as the experts are able to
figure out the exemptions already made, if you vote for this
proposition, you leave over $500,000,000 that you must yet
raise by some other kind of taxation than the manufacturers’
sales tax.

We have exempted food and clothing, farm machinery, and
medicines. This morning we exempted malt sirup used in
milk and medicines. We have exempted agricultural prod-
ucts. We have exempted all those things which affect agri-
culture and those things which affect power.

I have been following the debates, and I am satisfled the
fight to balance the Budget has been won. You are going
to balance this Budget, but if you vote for the Doughton
amendment these are the kinds of taxes you must vote for—
something like the following: Increased postage, a tax on
automobiles—of course, you are all against this, but if you
are to balance the Budget you can not avoid these taxes—
a stamp tax on checks, taxes on telephone and telegraph
messages, and taxes on gasoline, or something of that kind.
You have an immense amount to raise, gentlemen, and there
may be also taxes on conveyances of real estate.

Of course, we had no sales taxes during the war, as the
gentleman from Narth Caroling has suggested. There were
no sales taxes anywhere in this world during the war. Along
toward the close of the war Germany adopted them, and
Prance followed, and then after the war every other great
nation in the world, trying to find some method of taxation
to meet the urgent needs of government, except the United
States and Great Britain, adopted the manufacturers’ sales
tax, and it all came after the war. But during the war we
had these objectionable taxes to which I have been calling
attention, and when you vote for this motion you are voting
for the kind of taxes we had during the war, and which I
have endeavored, in part, fo enumerate to you to-day.

We now take our choice and we go back to our constitu-
ents and we make our defense, if we can.

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAINEY. Yes.

Mr., CONNERY. All along in the consideration of this
tax bill we go along seemingly under the impression that it
is absolutely necessary to balance the Budget. Does the
gentleman think it is absclutely necessary that we take all
this money off of the American people simply to balance the
Budget or that it is not absolutely necessary to do that?

The gentleman from
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Mr. RAINEY. 'Oh, it is absolutely necessary to balance
the Budget. At the end of this year we will have an added
interest charge of $210,000,000. We can not borrow now
except on short-term loans of 7 months or 1 year. This
Government can not borrow money at four and a quarter per
cent on long-term loans. Every business is depressed in this
country, and it is depressed because this great Government
of ours can not sell its securities on the market. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I did not expect to have
anything to say on this subject. I regret very much that I
am unable to agree with the distinguished gentlemen upon
the Ways and Means Committee who have reported this bill,
but.I can not surrender the convictions of a lifetime [ap-
plause] nor can I forget that the Democratic Party has
consistently throughout its career, except in a war-time
emergency, opposed anything like a sales tax. [Applause.]
It so declared in 1924, and the party to which I belong has
ﬁ::yj:stoodfortaxaﬂonuponthosewhoarebestableto

I am opposed to the sales tax on principle. I am opposed
to it because it promotes extravagance in appropriations.
[Applause.] It is too easily imposed, it is too easily col-
lected, it is too easily and cheaply collected not to promote
extravagance in our legislative bodies, and for that reason
I am against it.

Why, they tell us it is necessary to impose this tax in
order to balance the Budget. Gentlemen, I have never sub-
scribed to that idea for one moment. For fwo or three
years we have been laboring under a deficit, and you can
not make me believe that the credit of our Government and
the credit of business are going to fail merely because we do
not balance the Budget on June 30, 1933] Why not impose
a reasonable tax upon wealth and upon business and upon
all those who are best able to stand it and then issue cer-
tificates for the balance until this Government gets in a bet-
ter condition to pay for its current operations. [Applause.]
The issuance of certificates of indebtedness would not serve
to depress the price of our Government’s securities. Only
recently a very large amount of certificates was oversub-
scribed to a great extent. The people and the country ought
to be permitted to recover to some extent before we rush
into an imposition of taxes which they are so little able to

pay at this time. This country has such resources and such.

great wealth that it seems preposterous to me for anyone to
argue that unless the Budget is balanced within the next
year our credit will fail and chaos result.

The people of this country, and particularly those who
are now finding it so hard to procure the actual necessities
of life, should not be expected to take care of the great orgy
of extravagance and expenditures of the last 10 years in
the short space of a year. This argument that the Budget
must be balanced found its origin among those who have
been seeking for years to impose the sales tax in order to
be relieved of the income tax, and it has been repeated so
often that it has been accepted as a fact by many. Mr.
Arthur Brisbane, the great columnist and editor, said the
other day:

Like children with a puzzle trying to get one metal ring
of another, this country is intent on * balancing the Budget.” An
additional income tax that discourages initiative, taxation of the-
aters already In distress, and a thousand other plans are sug-
gested to * balance the Budget " and unbalance business generally.
Why balance the Budget? When a man is sick you do not make
him run a mile. You walt until he is better. Why not borrow
what the Government needs beyond its normal income, issuing
bonds and calling them in gradually as conditions improve? It
is sald, “ We must balance our Budget to maintain credit with
foreign nations.” Why worry about foreign nations? If they pald
what they owe, our Budget would be balanced easily.

I want to tell you, gentlemen, if you impose this sales
tax, you will be confronted with the proposal to repeal the
income tax and the Federal corporation tax in a very few
years. [Applause.] Put the nose of this camel under the
tent, even for a small period of time, and the same argu-
ments will be used here a year from now or two years from
now in order to retain it upon our statute books.

out.
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Let me read to you a paragraph from a letter which I
received from the Philadelphia Board of Trade, in which
an officer of that board frankly expresses his position and
the position of the board with reference to the income tax.
He says:

On the question of a final sales tax, so specified to avold dupli-
cation or pyramiding of taxes, it is conceded, as we understand it,
that in the event Congress does—and we sincerely hope it will—
enact the sales-tax legislation, that automatically Congress will
repeal the Federal income and the Federal corporation taxes,

Let me say to you gentlemen who have stood on Demo-
cratic platforms, if you please, you gentlemen who have
advocated an income tax upon every stump in your districts
and in your States and throughout the country, that in
undertaking to impose a sales tax as a policy of this Na-
tion you are lending yourselves, unintentionally, of course,
to the schemes of those who have it in their minds to repeal
the income tax, the most equitable and just tax ever im-
posed. [Applause.]

I know the amendment of the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Crisp] has relieved a few of the objections to a certain
extent, but do not forget this, gentlemen. You are still
confronted with the fact that if you pass this bill as it is
now written, you are voting over $400,000,000, by the admis-
sion of its author, on the backs of those people who are
least able to bear it. [Applause.] Some one has said that
the action of the committee has brought us nearer to com-
munism than any other nation except Russia. Lel me say
that communism will never result from the taxing of wealth
even though it is made higher than it should be. If com-
munism gains a serious hold in this country, it will be be-
cause of the continual piling up of burdens upon the backs
of those so little able to bear them. But lest I be misunder-
stood, let me say that I do not fear communism at any time
in this country. Our people are too loyal and too much im-
bued with the spirit of liberty to ever yield to any such
pernicious doctrine.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, the Committee of the
Whole has had under consideration the proposed revenue
hill for several days and has made certain amendments to
it. The estimates of the increased revenue of the four chief
amendments so far made are as follows. These estimates
I am giving now are additional earnings above that that
would be earned under the biil as reported by the committee:

On the normal tax on individuals the increase due to
change in the higher brackets from 6 to T per cent is
$3,000,000.

The change in the surtax rates represents an increased
amount earned over that proposed in the bill of §17,000,000.

The elimination of the credit for taxes paid in foreign
countries increases the amount earned over that proposed

in the bill by $12,000,000.

The increases in estate taxes by the rates proposed in the
Ramseyer amendment would add $8,000,000.

Adding these together, we have a total of $40,000,000 of
revenue from these sources additional to that earned from
the same sources as proposed by the committee.

These figures apply to the fiscal year 1933. More money
will be received from fhem in the subsequent years; but we
are now endeavoring to balance the Budget by the end of
the fiscal year 1933.

The manufacturers’ excise tax as proposed in the bill as
reported by the committee was intended to earn $595,000,000.
Subtracting this $40,000,000 of the additional revenue,
there remains yet to be obtained either from the manufac-
turers’ excise tax or in some other way the sum of $555,~
000,000 in order to balance the Budget by June 30, 1833.

There are only three ways by which we can balance the
Budget—by raising the taxes necessary, by issuing bonds, or
by a combination of the two.

I think it is generally conceded that the credit of the
country, industrially and economically, depends for its sta-
bility on the credit of the Government, and that continued
issuance of securities to pay current expenditures will
further impair the public credit.

LXXV—429

The committee, having that in mind, made the proposals
contained in the bill.

The committee did not come in here with any other pur-
pose in mind than to submit for the consideration of this
distinguished body the needs of the Government and what,
in our judgment, was the most equitable method of providing
for them. We had no intention of imposing on any part of
the people any greater burdens than the lowest amount pos-
sible by which the Budget could be balanced.

If the Committee of the Whole and the House decide to
eliminate the manufacturers’ excise tax, it will be necessary
to raise $555,000,000 in order to balance the Budget. From
what other source can we obtain this amount? The com-
mittee concluded that this tax equitably distributed the
burden and that by reason of the low rate proposed and its
wide distribution it could be more easily borne and retard as
little as possible the economic recovery.

If this tax is stricken from the bill, let me emphasize by
repetition we are then confronted by the necessity of rais-
ing $555,000,000, or we say to the world and the country that
we do not propose to protect the credit of the United States,
and that a dollar of its indebtedness shall not be paid by a
dollar in money but rather paid out of the proceeds of in-
creases in the public indebtedness. The credit crisis will
not be ended by further increase of the public debt. The
sale of Government securities will absorb great amounts of
money needed for the rehabilitation of industry, trade, and
commerce; will continue low prices to the farmers, and defer
t!g_e reemployment of labor. [Applause.]

Mr. LAMBETH. Mr, Chairman, although a new and inex-
perienced Member of this body, I dare trespass for a few
moments upon your time to state my views on the pending
bill. I rise as the Representative of the seventh North
Carolina district under the highest form of compulsion, a
sense of public duty—" stern daughter of the voice of God.”

I have given this bill my conscientious consideration and
earnest study for days and weeks, but I can not consistently
give it my vote. I recognize the tremendous responsibility
which has devolved upon the members of the Ways and
Means Committee, and particularly upon the acting chair-
man [Mr. Crisrl, whose patriotism and devotion to the pub-
lic service are unexcelled in this body. In registering my
objections to their work, I have n9 criticism of their motives
or unselfish service.

Judging by the many letters of protest réceived by every
Congressman and reading the voluminous hearings held by
the committee, one is convinced that the perfectly natural
reaction of all taxpayers to any increase in taxation is aptly
stated in the following couplet:

Congress, Congress, don't tax me,
Tax that fellow behind the tree.

Mr. Chairman, I came here with the highest admiration,
respect, and even reverence for the splendid leaders of our
party, having recently become the majority party of this
House, and I came here with the expectation of following
their leadership without hesitation or faltering one step of
the way, but I can not follow them in this matter,

We have heard and read much in recent years of the con-
flict between Hamilton and Jefferson in the beginnings of
this Republic; but I have never heard of such a paradox
as Hamiltonian Democracy until it lifted its ugly head in
this bill.

Leaders of this House, in their desperation to rally their
deserting followers, have stigmatized the opposition to the
sales-tax feature of this bill as socialism, bolshevism, and
communism.

It is a historial fact that when the system of free
public schools was first evolved the Bourbons of my State
denounced it as socialistic. When the first public water-
works plant was built in my little city there were those who
called it socialism. If opposition to this bill constitutes so-
cialism then for myself I accept the label and wear it
proudly, for it would make Thomas Jefferson a socialist,
Andrew Jackson a bolshevist, and Woodrow Wilson a com-
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munist, and I am perfectly willing to be put in that category
with them.

Before a vote is taken on this important feature of the
bill I would like to say a few words setting forth my views
in explanation of my opposition to the sales-tax section, as
well as other items of the bill. I can not but believe that it
violates the fundamental tenet of taxation—ability to pay—
as enunciated by economists and other authorities on taxa-
tion from Adam Smith down through John Stuart Mill and
Ricardo to Edwin R. A. Seligman. A sales tax is an income
tax in reverse. In principle it is grossly unfair. It is no
pleasure to call upon people to make sacrifices or to bear
additional burdens but the task is made more difficult when
the method selected to make the sacrifice is as intolerable
and unconscionable as that presented to us in this bill.

I do not consider that a deficit itself is necessarily a mat-
ter of serious import because unexpected expenditures may
become necessary during the currency of the fiscal year.
The deficit at the end of the year is not so important as
whether or not policies are inaugurated looking to meet
that deficit. The serious thing is whether the country will
take steps to balance its Budget. Failure to do this would
cause grave doubts to arise as to the financial stability of
the counfry. To my mind, the fundamental question is
not the balancing of the Budget at any given immediate
date, but that we pursue such a course as to bring about this
balancing within a reasonable period.

Now, this is the problem we have to solve and it can be
solved only in two ways—either by reducing expenditures
or by increasing taxes, or a combination of both. I would
approach this problem of the deficit first from the angle of
further reducing in a drastic manner Federal expendifures
by not less than $250,000,000. When that has been accom-
plished, I would then write the most equitable tax measure
possible to raise’ the balance of the deficit upon the prin-
ciple that the favored and wealthy classes should first be
levied against to provide sufficient funds to bring up the
revenues to meet the reduced expenses. When, after these
means had been exhausted, including, if necessary, the
levying of specific limited excise taxes against articles which
are not of first necessity, then and then only would I resort
to the general sales tax as a final unavoidable means of
raising sufficient money to balance the Budget.

As late as January 13 of this year the Secretary of the
Treasury testified as follows:

[Hearings on Revenue Revision, 1932, before Ways and Means
Committee, p. 4.] :

In the development of our program many possible forms of
taxation were considered. We laid aside all thought of a gen-
eral sales or turnover tax, not only because generally speaking
it bears no relation to ability to pay and is ve in charac-
ter, but because of the great administrative difficulties involved
and the almost inevitable pyramiding of the tax in the course
of successive sales. The objections to a general sales tax are
not in this respect applicable to & tax on selective articles of the
character heretofore employed in this country and now recom-
mended.

We have studied the limited manufacturers’ or producers’ sales
tax, which is being administered with a fair degree of success in
Canada, There a tax is Imposed at the rate of 4 per cent of the
manufacturers’ sales price or the import value of all goods not
exempt which are produced or manufactured in Canada or im-
ported into Canada. It is distinctly not a turnover tax. Retailers
are exempt. Indeed the extent of the exemptions is very great,
covering thousands of specific items and classes of items. Pyra-
miding is avoided by a mechanism of licenses and certificates,
the effect of which is to collect the tax when the last licensed
taxpayer sells to an unlicensed purchaser. The success of the
tax appears to be due not only to good administration but to
very wide administrative discretion. The tax is passed on and
therefore must add to the cost of livicg.

With some 200,000 manufacturing establishments in the United
Btates, our much more extensive and complicated industrial
mechanism, our tendency to set out administrative procedure with
almost meticulous accuracy in our statutes, and our reluctance to
grant administrative discretion or authcrity to administrative of-
ficers to make final declsions, it is extremely doubtful whether
the Canadian sales tax would meet with the success in our coun-
try that it has across the border.

Ii is politically inexpedient for the Democratic Party to
be used as a pawn by a few rich men in this country who
are now seeking to take advantage of this crisis and in the
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guise of balancing the Budget to deceive gullible Congress-
men under a spurious appeal to their patriotism to vote a
form of taxation which is absolutely contrary to all the prin-
ciples of democracy and the greatest principle of all, that
of equality of opportunity.

Organizations representing half the total population of
the country—including labor, farmers, merchants, manufac-
turers, and consumers—have registered their opposition to
the sales tax. It is fair to assume that the overwhelming
majority of the remainder of the people wish to see it de-
feated. Who favors the sales tax? That is a question yet to
be answered by its proponents.

Oh, no, Mr. Chairman, I am not unmindful of the tre-
mendous hue and cry which is going up here “that the
Budget must be balanced,” and I well realize that an un-
balanced Budget is regarded as one of the symptoms of
national financial instability. However, there are more im-
portant things than balancing the Budget. The confidence
of the people in the fairness of their own Government and
the maintenance of that confidence are far more important
than the mere balancing of a Budget in any single year;
and this will not be accomplished in the least degree by
writing into this bill a tax as vicious and as obnoxious as the
so-called manufacturers’ sales tax. It is a poor man’s tax,
due to the fact that 80 per cent of all the manufactured
products in this country are purchased by persons with in-
comes of less than $5,000.

These people spend the bulk of their incomes in consump-
tion, and this tax bill will place upon them a burden fifty
times as heavy as that which it imposes upon the rich. Is
such a tax equitable? Is it fair? Is it just? Do my friends
on the committee think this tax equitable when we are told
that notwithstanding the fact that 4 per cent of the popu-
lation own 80 per cent of the entire wealth, those with in-
comes over $100,000 will only pay $20,000,000 of the proposed
sales tax of $595,000,000. That is one reason why I say it
violates the principle of ability to pay.

Mr. Chairman, there is at the present time in this country
probably a greater concentration of wealth than in any
other country in the entire world, and notwithstanding this
fact there is only being paid into the Treasury of both the
Federal Government and the States $165,000,000 from in-
heritance taxes, while in England $400,000,000 is derived
from this source. Think of that, a country like Great
Britain, with only about one-fourth of our national wealth,
obtaining two and one-half times as much revenue from
death taxes. Do not the gentlemen of the committee believe
that part of this deficit could be raised from a reasonable
further increase in the inheritance-tax schedule without dis-
turbing business or the employment of labor?

Now, I desire to call the atiention of the House to the
committee report on page 9, where it is stated that the tax
paid by the head of a family with an income of $2,000 would
be negligible due to the fact that probably one-half of this
sum would be spent on foodstuffs exempt under the sales
tax and that the remaining one-half would be spent for
articles on which the manufacturers had paid a tax. That
is a most ridiculous and absurd statement to have been
prepared by so-called exrperts; to make this body believe
that a man with an average family of four or five and
making only $2,000 a year, would consume half of it for
food is grossly incorrect as the correct figure is 25 per cent—
not 50 per cent. There is an adage that a half truth is worse
than an untruth, because it misleads uninformed persons.
But, Mr. Chairman, it is just another instance of the sub-
terfuges which have been employed to make those Members
who still have the interest of the masses at heart, believe
that a manufacturers’ sales tax would not affect the little
man, and then if it did, it would not be burdensome.

To know that the people of North Carolina would be bur-
dened with an additional tax of not less than $18,000,000,
from the sales tax alone, only goes to intensify my determi-
nation to oppose this feature to the utmost of my ability.
Gentlemen, I know the conditions that exist in my State
to-day; I know the condition of the people of my own dis-
trict. Of course, the $18,000,000 referred to is only one part
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of the increase in taxes which this bill will place upon the
citizens of my State and then to realize that the yield of the
gasoline tax in North Carolina, which is the main source
for paying off the enormous indebtedness of the State, will
be decreased materially as the price of oil and gas goes up
due to the attempt to write into this bill a tariff on oil im-
ported into this country—something which never has been
done before by Democrats—my sense of justice and my re-
sponsibility to the people of my district compel me to rebel
against such a hill.

Are we in favor of a ftax in this country which in a great
many ways would be comparable {o the likin system in
China, which has done more to retard that backward coun-
try's progress than anything else? This tax is one which
makes it too easy for the price to be pyramided to the con-
sumer. I know that we have been told of the wonderful
success of the sales tax in Canada and about the wonderful
advantages of such a method of raising revenue; but, regard-
less of what we have been told, I am opposed to it because
I know it is wrong in principle. Why did they nol borrow
also the Canadian surtax rates on incomes? Under the
committee bill a net earned income of $25,000 to a married
man with no dependents would be taxed only $1,660, whereas
in Canada the tax would be $3,160, or virtually double,
Comparison of actual income laz paid under the following laws

and in the following countries by married men with no depend-
ents (income assumed to be all ecrned)

United States & "
Individual Y e Great
incame teg bill, | Canada | griain France
1021 1928
$3,000. < .ccemiiae $20.00 None. §2.50 Nane. $408.25 |  $350.67
000 ...__....| 2,880.00 | $1,023.75 | 1,600.00 | $3,160.00 | 7,572.50 | 5 807.33
$100,000. . o.....| 81,100, 00 | 15,768. 75 | 25, 620.00 | 24, 910.00 | 48, 747. 50 | 40,413. 83
§1,000,000. - 160. 00 [240, 768. 75 1439, 620. 00 |500, 000. 00 647, 497,50 430, 413. 33

Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insert at this
point an editorial from the Greensboro Daily News, March
19, 1932, on the Canadian sales tax:

[Editorial from the Greensboro (N, C.) Daily News, March 19, 1832]
THE OTHER SIDE

Canada’s opinion of the sales tax, which congressional leaders
would emulate in the United States, is, to all appearances, not as
unanimously favorable to the levy as the testimony given by cer-
tain witnesses before the House Ways and Means Committee
would indicate. Perhaps it is safest to say that Canadian views
are as variegated as those which prevail upon the same topic in
North Carolina; they depend entirely upon the attitude and
connections of the person from whom they are obtained.

But be that as it may, the New York World-Telegram, which is
opposing the sales levy, has gathered Information from Ilts Cana-
dian correspondents which is antipodal to the glorification given
the Dominion plan in congressional hearings and which, it is
claimed, comes directly from the people who have to pay the iax
and not from officials and representatives of the Government
which was forced to resort to it in times of financial exigency.

The tax, the World-Telegram learns, is hailed as a war baby and
has been denounced by the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association,
the Trade and Labor Congress, all the major farm organizations,
and many boards of trade and chambers of commerce on the
grounds that it “is cumbersome and intricate, acts unfairly as
between cerfain commodities, loads the tax on those least able to
bear it, and encourages profiteering and pyramiding.”

That the levy has not enjoyed any political blessing is to be
expected, but the manner in which it has been handled by the
Canadian parties is nevertheless enlightening. During the Liberal
régime it was constantly under fire from the conservatives and
progressives, and so vigorous became the opposition that in 1930
it was reduced to 1 per cent. When the conservatives came into
power, however, the rate was raised to 4 per cent, Prime Minister
Bennett himself terming the tex * undependable,” but expressing
fear that a readjustment of the Dominion's fiscal system would
“ further dislocate business during the depression ”—a thought
which apparently has not entered the mind of American legislators
who would completely overhaul the program under which the
entire citizenry operates.

The Canadian tax, which raises £65,000,000 during the current
year, Is estimated to place a burden of $30 on every family in
the Dominion with the actual cost eventually raised to 855 by the

yramlded increases of commodity costs, Perhaps the declaration
of “a Monfreal tax expert " should be stricken from the record as
incompetent or hearsay evidence, but nevertheless his assertion
that *“the eales-tax victims would gladly exchange it blindfold
;grmzlmmt any other kind of tax™ is included in the opposition
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The greatest deliberative body in the world can hardly fall to
give these reports consideration, for whatever they may be worth,
before final vote upon the pending revenue measure,

I also know that England, faced with a deficit of nearly
a billion dollars—think of it, a country only one-fourth as
rich in national wealth as ours—balanced its budget in the
fall of 1931, and did so without the imposition of such an
obnoxious tax as this sales tax,

The committee say they have sought in vain for another
source of revenue. May I suggest that before they tax the
men who toil honestly for their living, why do they not go
to the street called “ Wall ” and single out the big gamblers
of this country, unconscionable in their mad rush {o make
profits for themselves, who would even go to the extent of
selling securities short when the banks of this country were
fighting for their very existence? These men—public ene-
mies—made during 1931 the largest profits they ever made
by selling securities short, and I commend to the considera-
tion of this body an amendment, which I shall offer to the
bill at the proper section, which will wrest from their greedy
hands af least a part of the profits which they have wrung
from the misery and suffering of the people of this country.

Mr. Chairman, the thanks of the overwhelming majority
of the Democratic Members of this House are due “ Farmer
Bos ” DoucaTon for his determined and unrelenting opposi-
tion to the objectionable features of this bill. He has played
a lone hand among the 25 members of the Ways and Means
Committee. In doing so he has not only been a true Repre=
sentative of North Carolina but he has also deserved well
of all the American people.

In closing I can not overlook the aspersion cast upon the
opposition to this bill last Friday when it was said we were
being guided by an invisible lobby. Yes, an invisible lobby
to those who have eyes to see but see not and ears to hear
but do not hear the voice of the masses of the American peo=
ple lifted in one mighty chorus reaching from the Atlantic
to the Pacific and from the Gulf to Canada in opposition
fo this indefensible system of taxation.

When wilt Thou save the people?

0O God of Mercy! When?

Not kings and lords but nations,

Not thrones and crowns but men.
Flowers of Thy heart, O Ged, are they,
Let them not like weeds away,

Their heritage a sunless day,
God save the people.

Bhall crime bring crime forever,
Strength alding still the strong,

Is it Thy will, O Father,

That man shall toil for wrong?

“No,” say the mountains;

“ No'!l ThY Bkles;

“Man's clouded sun shall brightly rise
And songs be heard instead of sighs.”
God save the people.

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr, Chairman, if seems to me that this
is rather a poor time to indulge in partisan speeches. I do
not think in a crisis of this kind it is the time to make a
comparison between Jeffersonian Democracy and Hamil-
tonian Republicanism. Since the Congress opened there has
been a constant appeal from the President, from the coun-
try, and from everybody interested that you and the majority
on your side of the House would go along with the Presi-
dent’s program and that both sides of the House would lay
aside politics for the time being. Greatly to the credit of
the membership on the Democratic side of the House, that
plan has been very splendidly followed. The minority and
the people of the country commend your action, and I con-
gratulate your side of the House for their cooperation. In
exactly the same spirit the Republican members of the Ways
and Means Committee agreed fo work with the distinguished
acting chairman, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crise],
and the other Democratic members of the committee, along
precisely the same lines, agreeing that we would have no
cross-firing on political subjects during the discussion and
that we would try to have just one common viewpoint,
namely, the balancing of the Budget.

The adoption of a sales tax was not a pleasant thing for
the Democratic members of the committee or for the Repub-
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lican members of the Committee on Ways and Means. When
we started in on the hearings you could not have secured a
corporal’s guard—I do not know that you could have found
a single Member in favor of a sales tax; but after we had
gone over the ground, combed every source of revenue with
a fine-tooth comb, put income and estate tax rates where we
thought they were dangerously near the point of diminish-
ing returns, we found some other method had to be adopted
to raise revenue, and we all came to the coneclusion, after
studying the effect of the tax in other countries, that it was
in a sense equitable and not an unfair tax. If you do not
buy very much, you do not pay very much in sales taxes.

The more you buy the larger tax you pay in proportion.
Many men on the Democratic side of the House, and one
in particular, my friend from Massachusetts [Mr, CoNNERY],
still reiterate the statement that it is not necessary to bal-
ance the Budget. They say that we can get along by the
issuance of bonds. Day by day we see the currency of
other nations depreciate in value, and we have seen 19 of
them go off the gold standard. The necessity of keeping the
American dollar at par ought to be our main objective. It
is unthinkable that this Government should go along on a
borrowing basis, creating new debts in the overhead of in-
terest, and sinking-fund charges. It ought not to be done.
It is not merely a $600,000,000 deficit that some of you men
talk about. We have charged off nearly a billion dollars for
1931, charged it back to the national debt. On June 30 of
this year we shall charge back over $2,000,000,000 more,
which, with the estimated deficit in the fiscal year 1933, will
be $5,000,000,000 added to the national debf, which we re-
duced by over $9,000,000,000 during the period of 11 years
following the war.

The people of this country are looking to this Congress
for a constructive program. You are their elected Repre-
sentatives, and they expect us to lay aside party politics
and petty prejudices in an effort to stabilize the credit of
the United States by balancing the Budget. For the good
of our country I appeal for your cooperation. [Applause.]

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I agree with my col-
league from New York [Mr. CRowTHER], that there should
be no partisan feeling in this, and I join in an appeal to
make this a bipartisan movement and follow the American
people against the sales tax. The gentleman from New York
with seeming pride to-day points to the example of other
countries, and yet the same gentleman from New York, in
pleading for a tariff, will point to the impoverished condition
of the working people of other countries. There is not a
country in the world where the standard of living is as high
as it is in the United States, and we are not going to permit
anyone with a sales tax to lower that standard of living.
[Applause.] It has been stated that the purpose of a sales
tax is to destroy the income-tax system. That is true to-day
as it was 10 years ago. That is the real purpose of it, and I
quote as my authority for a recognized authority no less than
the able and distinguished statesman who is the majority
floor leader, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Rangy], who,
in a discussion of the tax bill on December 16, 1926 (CONGRES-
sIoNAL REcorD, page 928), when opposing a reduction of in-
come taxes, said with prophetic wisdom:

You have secured a reduction in taxes which even the greatest
malefactor among the malefactors of great wealth in this country
dared not even to expect. In order to accomplish this you have
removed the real captains of industry in this country far from
the hope of reduction in their surtax rates, the men paying sur-
taxes on $44,000 and under. In order to accomplish this you have
contemptuously hurled a present, a gift, a bribe of $10 each to
2,300,000 men in this country and have sald to them, * We propose
to go on in our career; we propose to steer in the direction of a
sales tax; and we have bribed you with $10; we have given you
that, and you can continue to pay these sales taxes, and we are
going to eventually increase them in periods of distress, when we
need more money.” You will surely need more money. The ordl-
nary expenses of this Government have been increasing all of the
time, * * * The cost is increasing in almost geometrical ratio,
and in time you will need more money, and you know it; and in
time you expect to go to sales taxes, and as a step in that direction

you strike down the income-taxing system of the country by strik-
ing the blow at both ends of it, at the top and at the bottom.

- The other day the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RaINEY]
pointed to the insidious lobbying and propaganda against
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the sales tax and referred to the American Taxpayers'
League. We all know the Mr. Arnold and his league. I
took the list of the American Taxpayers’ League as con-
tained in the report of the Senate lobby investigation. I
took the 66 largest contributors to the American Taxpayers’
League—that insidious lobby mentioned by the gentleman
from Illinois—and I telegraphed all, asking their stand on a
sales tax, and 63 of them I find are in favor of the sales
tax, and here is a list of the largest contributors to Arnold’s
American Taxpayers’ League and their stand on a sales tax:
ExaIIBIT A OF REPORT OF SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE OF COMMITTEE ON

THE JUDICIARY ON LOBBYING AND LOBBYISTS, SEVENTY-FIRST CoN-
GRESS, REPORT No. 43, PArT 4

Receipts—American Tazpayers’ League, September 1, 1928, to
August 31, 1929 (typical contributions)

IN FAVOR OF SALES TAX (REPLYING TO INQUIRY ABOUT SALES TAX)

Firm name Amount City
Jos. T. Ryemu & 2 o ALAMNTTSN 2 $250 | Chieago, I
Colonial Steel 200 | Pittsh:
LR s e
500 Clevalnnd Ohio.
Nuuonsl Shswnmt Bank of Boston....._.._. 500
L. F. Loree.._... 250 Naw !]?m-k N. Y.
Union Draft Gear Co 250 | Chicago, I1L
Estate of Henry Failing { 7% [Jportiand, Oreg.
Colorado Sprtnga Clearing Honse Association. 200 | Colorado Springs, Colo.
Kansas City Power & Light Co_............. 250 | Kansas City, Mo,
National Dysing 0oL o it e 250 | Pal N. I
E. B. Dane 500 | B
Hoover Co ;33 North a.nton. Ohio.
Willism Minot { 30 |JBoston, Mass.
Colsm Palmolive Peet COoe-roeoeeeaeacann- 1,000 Ch[ugu
Loghau 0, Metcall 500 ence, R, L
The M ytns 'C % Tod Yorkl'lf‘l !t;i
a; 0. it
garrlas n&;m Savings Bank % lghimgo.‘w o 1L
VINES DaAnK. el al
W_C. Bradley 500 Cohxmbu:ﬁ Ga.
Elgin National Wateh Co-. o ovmeoeeeccnianns 250 | Chicago, Ill
W P. H. MeFaddin 1, 000
5 Clay Wi %0 | Wi 3 N. O.
5 y ams y inston-
John W, Blodgett 500 | Banta Barsmbam,CnllL
Electrie Autolita 250 | T'oledo, Ohio.
W. 8. Farish 500 | Houston, Tex
Crane Co.._ 1,000 | Chicago, Hl.
Armstrong Cork Co. 1,000 | Lancastel
Otis & Co 1,250 | Cleveland Oh!o.
Hornblower & Weeks. ... .. oo 500 | Boston, Mass.
Wheeling Bteel Corporation... 250 | Wheeling, W. Va.
Wrought Iron Rangs Co..... 250 | St. Louis, Mo.
Chas. J. Webb & Co. Ine. oo 1,000 Phﬂn.dclﬁl;la. Pa.
Harris, Forbes & Co. 250 | Boston,
Old Colony Trust Co 500 Do.
Hartford Connecticut Trust Co. 200 | Hartford, Conn,
South Carclina National Bank. . 200 Gmnvllfs, 8. C:
Southern Pine Lumber Co % Texarkana, Ark,
Byers 250 | Pittsburgh, Pa.
First National Bank .. . .. .. ... 250 Do.
Byl]e.st:ly Engineering & Management Cor- 1,000 | Chicago, IIL
poration.
Larus & Bro.. 500 | Richmand, Vn.
Western Cooperage C 200 | Portland,
Seovill h[anulacmﬂng O e S 400 Wslnrbury. Cnnn
Gunn Farnliare C0.. . - ot e amennbmosbanane 200 | Grand Rs}lids, Mich,
The Bettendorf Co 750 | Bettendor Iawn.
Massachusetts Gas C0S. o coreecoermccaamcaaas 250 antonh
H. B. Chepey. 250 | Bouth u.ucheste:. Conn
R0l s T 500 | Louisville, Ky.
Foxworth Galbraith Lumber CO. v oecacane- 260 | Amarillo, Tex.
Dugquesne Naticnal Bank 200 | Pittsburgh, Pa,
Pillsbury Flour Mills Coo.oneeeeoaincinnnns 250 | Minpeapolis, Minn,
Flrst Nat{onn.l. Bank & Trust Co, of New 230 | New Haven, Conn,
.kmsrlcnn Rolling Ml Co.vvvemencacnaninnnn 500 | Middletown, Ohio,
R. A. Crawford 400 | Dallas, Tex.
fasw:;g Waiswrn Lumber Co.eeeelcaaea ; gm CPotLland,n?.ms.
nsull s, E hlrﬁn
Armand 250 | Des Molnes, Towa.
OFPOSED TO SALES TAX
Dollar Savings & Trust Comeeomnreaanncacaas 200 | Wheeling, W, Va.
International Shoe Co. 500 | Bt. Louis, Mo,
Kellogg Co 300 | Battle Creek, Mich,

I have the communication from each one, and all my col-
leagues may inspect them, or I will be glad to place them in
the Recorp, if so desired.

I want now to point out in the few moments I have the
unfairness exhibited in stating figures in estimates, Every
time that an exemption was made the figures were exag-
gerated, and every time we added a tax or increased a rate
the figures were minimized. Even though the increased
rates on incomes will bring in no revenue, I say the new
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rates are not only useful but extremely necessary in the
future. I am sure, however, that the increase which
will be realized by the higher rates will be considerably
more than now estimated by the Treasury Department.
I again call the attention of the House to the estimates of
experts made as to anticipated incomes in 1932, which I
read to the House last Friday, and may be found in the
Recorp of March 18, 1932. In the brackets between $100,000
incomes, up to the very limit of incomes over $1,000,000, the
estimated income is no less than $1,006,000,000. This figure
allows a most generous decrease from the known figures of
1930. It was based on the amounts of income in 1930 in
accordance with the returns filed August 31, 1931. I mention
this because of the ridiculously low estimate of the Treasury
Department, the experts, and advocates of the sales tax.
Figures are being distorted, scrambled, if not juggled, in
order to create the idea that there will be little or no reve-
nue from income taxes and that therefore a sales fax is
essential. That is not so. I am certain and confident that
the future will prove that a sales tax was not necessary, and
that the increased rates on income, aside from the beneficial
social purpose, will bring substantial increases in revenue.
That is true also of the mew schedules approved by the
House in the Ramseyer amendment on inheritance.

It is true that in the case of inheritance tax the revenue
or increased revenue may not be seen immediately, but,
again, this is social legislation so obvious in its necessity and
purpose that comment at this late hour is not necessary.
We are by no means finished with this bill. Many new
sources of revenue will be written into this bill. Many
changes, I hope, in administrative features will likewise be
written into the bill which will also bring additional revenue.
I propose to offer an amendment to section 104 which em-
braces the subject of personal holding companies and sur-
pluses created by undivided profits for the purpose of evading
income taxes. This section has been a dead letter for many
years. It has been only feebly, half-heartedly, and ineffec-
tively invoked during the past few years. I propose to make
it effective, to put teeth in it, and to add several millions of
dollars annually to our revenue. I have already announced
a proposed amendment providing a one-quarter of 1 per cent
tax on the sales price of all stocks and securities sold on the
various exchanges throughout the country and an additional
one-quarter, making it'a one-half of 1 per cent fax on all
short sales made on the various exchanges. This alone, even
in the period of depression, will bring in about $150,000,000,
and in normal times will bring in well over $300,000,000 a
year. Other suggestions which I have made are known to
the House. I am confident that this odious sales-tax pro-
vision will be stricken from the bill. After that I will be glad
to join and cooperate with the committee in bringing to the
House other provisions less objectionable to raise the neces-
sary revenue to meet the exigencies of our depleted Treasury.
May I in passing recall that many of us predicted this very
condition when we voted against tax reductions of 1924 and
1926, and particularly the last reduction of 1928? Many of
us joined with the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RamNey]
and the distinguished Speaker of the House [Mr. GARNER]
in opposing income-tax reductions in the past to prevent
sales tax in the future. As I have quoted from Mr. RAINEY,
he pointed that policy out in 1926. We were against the
sales tax then, we are against the sales tax to-day, and the
opposition presented at this time by the House is indicative
that we will defeat it within the next few minutes.

A great deal has been said about “ soaking the rich.” That,
of course, is nothing but inspired propaganda, repeated with
parrotlike stupidity. In one breath it is said the added
rates will bring no income and the next breath that we are
soaking the rich. Then it is said we are opposing a sales
tax because we are soaking the rich. That, indeed, is a
sad confession for these wise, trained, influential, and pow-
erful patrons of intrenched wealth to make. How anyone
could be so simple as to believe that this Congress of ex-
perienced and trained legislators will swallow a sales tax and
believe the vicious propaganda against an income-tax system
indicates only an arrogance and conceit created by successes
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of the past in obtaining legislation for a privileged class and
protection for legalized exploitation. The depression at
least has provided a liberal economic education for the peo-
ple of this country. It will provide the planning and the
beginning for an economic readjustment, and that beginning
is right now in eliminating a sales tax and providing social
legislation to eventually break up the concentration of the
national wealth in the hands of a few individuals.

Reference has been made that a sales tax has never been
approved or indorsed in any political platform of any party.
That is so. It has never been openly advocated before any
committee of Congress. It was brought in by imposition,
misrepresentation, misstatements, false information, and
veiled threats of what might happen in the future. It was
exposed in public sessions of the House of Representatives
after free, full, and frank debates, and the vote within a
very few minutes, I am sure, will put an end for many years
to come to any thought of a sales tax law in this country.

In closing, I submif that a great deal was said about the
so-called generous offer of exemptions. Exempted food and
wearing apparel, farm implements, and medicines were prom-
ised, and we rejoice with that. But when we took it home
that night and analyzed what it meant, when we consulted
with the so-called experts and officials of the Treasury De-
partment, we found that instead of taxing a suif of clothes
they taxed the textiles, the linings, the trimmings, the
cloths, the buttons, and everything that goes into a gar-
ment, a dress, a coat, or a suit of clothes. Instead of taxing
shoes they would tax the leather; so that all this is only a
sham exemption, and the only way to protect the American
public now is for all of us to stand together and completely
knock this sales tax out of the bill. [Applause.] This is
the big victory of a united and indignant protest. It is not
only a victory against the sales tax, but for the first time
we have been able to tear down sectional barriers, and the
exploited people of the North have joined hands with the
suffering folks of the South, and we have joined forces with
the suffering farmer of the West, and for the first time
special-privileged wealth has not been able to write a reve-
nue bill in the American Congress. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Crisp] is recognized for five minutes, which will consume
all the time allotted under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, obviously I can not argue
this bill in five minutes. I simply desire to assert again that
in my judgment it is the most equitable way to balance the
Budget, the way least injurious to the people and the least
harmful to business.

I concede that all of the gentlemen opposing this bill are
actuated by intelligence, patriotism, character, and love of
humanity; but, gentlemen, you do not possess it all. [Ap-
plause.] Those who are advocating this bill also have those
same attributes, and my record in this House for 20 years
shows that I have stood for the masses of the people, and
my life at home is an open book, and you can not make any
of the working people down home believe I am not their
friend. [Applause.]

Now, in normal times you can raise money from income
and corporation taxes, and if business were normal to-day
we could raise two and one-half or three billion dollars from
the rates in this committee bill; but it can not be done to-
day. With these increases, with the increase adopted on
the floor of the House, only $295,000,000 additional has been
raised, according to the estimates of the Secretary of the
Treasury. Ihad a letter from him this morning, in response
to telephonic inquiry, saying that the receipts on March 15
were about $184,000,000. They had estimated $200,000,000
to be received during March. The payments up to date are
$184,000,000. He says he does not believe the receipts would
necessitate a lowering of the estimates, but it demonstrates
conclusively the accuracy of the estimates, or that they are
low, that they are conservative, and that the Government
could not get any more money.

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CRISP. No; I can not yield now.
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- If we can not get the money from these high taxes, if we
are going to get it at all, we must go to some excise tax.
Whether that is called a tariff, a sales tax, or a special levy
on automobiles, tobacco, or any other property, it is a sales
tax; and an income tax from corporations and individuals
in business, so far as it is possible to pass it on, is also a
sales tax.

Now, Mr, Chairmen, the die is cast. I am quiescent in
your judgment. I have performed my duty. I hold no
titular place of leadership on the Democratic side. During
this Congress I have been given no preferment. I occupy
the same place on the Ways and Means Committee that I
did in the last Congress. By virtue of the illness of the
chairman a respensibility was thrust upon me, and I have
measured up to it to the best of my ability. [Applause, the
Members rising.]

Any influence I may have in this House, be that little
or naught, I have in my capacity as an individual Member,
and in this conflict I have criticized no one. I have been
true to my convictions, for what is best for my country,
and I have no regrets and I have no apologies to make for
my course. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment all time has expired.

The question is upon the motion of the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. DouvceTon] to strike from the bill the
paragraph under consideration.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Racox] be appointed as teller in my place.

The Chair appointed Mr. Racon and Mr., DouGHTON &S
tellers.

The committee divided; and the tellers reported that there
were—ayes 223, noes 153.

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
address the committee for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman from Oklahoma
yield for that purpose?

Mr. McKEOWN. I do.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks
unanimous consent that he may address the committee for
five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, what I
am about to say is not said in any spirit of pique, of dis-
content, and with no criticism of any Member of this House
who voted differently from me on the vote just had. That
vote is conclusive. Under the understanding we had, as far
as I am concerned, I shall not resist an effort to strike
out any of the remaining paragraphs of the manufacturers’
sales tax.

I rise, gentlemen, to say this, and I say it impelled by a
spirit of manliness and of fairness, that I have been turned
down three or four times on the heart of this bill—the
income tax, the normal and the surtax, the estate tax, and
now the manufacturers’ tax. Under the parliamentary law
and rules of this House I have lost the right to further
manage the bill. If any Member of the opposition desires
to take charge, I will be only too willing for him to have
that right. [Cries of “No!” “No! "]

If the House desires me to do so, I am quite content to
continue, as I have done in the past, to pilot the bill through
the House as best I can, and I know that no Member of this
body can truthfully say I have been discourteous to or
critical of any Member of the House. [Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Oklahoma
yield to the gentleman from North Carolina?

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, responding to what the
gentleman from Georgia, the able acting chairman of the
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Ways and Means Committee, has said, there is no desire on
my part, and I am sure there is no desire upon the part of
anyone—especially those of my comrades who fought with
me in this battle on the sales tax—to take charge of the bill.
I made my fight on the sales tax. I have had no disagree-
ment with the committee as to any other provisions of this
bill. I, of course, do not favor the oil tax.

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. MICHENER. In view of the situation which now
exists in the House in reference to this most important piece
of legislation, and in view of the fact that the gentleman
whom I am interrogating is a member of the committee,
understands the necessities and prerequisites for writing a
tax bill, and understands, I am sure, that no tax bill can be
written on the floor of the House—I am sure the gentleman
will agree with me in that—and that being true I would ask
him if he will not now take the lead to recommit this bill
to the committee where it may be studied and reported back
to the House, so that we may have a bill which is not written
in tfurmoil and under conditions where each man feels called
upon to make a speech in behalf of something in his own
district.

Mr. DOUGHTON. In response to the gentleman’s inquiry
I will say that I bave never assumed, and do not now assume,
to be a leader so far as this tax bill is concerned. Whatever
disposition is to be made of the bill now I think should be
decided by the House. That is too much responsibility for
me to take.

I do not think it would be wise to recommit it to the
Committee on Ways and Means; but if the Ways and Means
Committee will suggest amendments that are constructive to
take the place of those which have been stricken out, that
will be entirely satisfactory to me. Whatever action the
House takes will be my pleasure.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The other day, when we arrived at a
point where the will of the House had been demonstrated,
the committee rose and we met the next day. If seems to
me we have arrived at a point now where it might be well
for the committee to rise.

We can resume the consideration of this bill to-morrow,
and by that time it will be pretty well known what the
House desires to do.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr: Chairman, the gentleman from
Oklahoma has the floor, but I want to announce that I have
an amendment which I would like to offer as soon as the
gentleman from Oklahoma offers his amendment.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I have some amend-
ments to offer, and I think we can dispose of this amend-
ment very easily.

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state the parliamentary
situation. Under the action of the committee, paragraph (a)
having been stricken out as amended, the next order of
business is that the Clerk shall report paragraph (b), on
page 226. Pending that, the gentleman from Oklahoma has
offered a new paragraph to the bill, which the Clerk will
report. i

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr., Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Oklahoma
yield for that purpose?

Mr. McCKEOWN. I will ask the gentleman from Wash-
ington to wait until my amendment has been read, and then
I will answer the gentleman’s question.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McKeown: Befors paragraph (b)
{insert a new paragraph to read as follows:

“(a) For the privilege of manufacturing for sale in interstate
commerce, $50 for each $10,000 or major fraction thereof on
articles manufactured and sold in Interstate commerce;

“ For the selling at wholesale goods, wares, and merchandise in
interstate commerce, the sum of 850 for each $10,000 or major

fraction thereof of goods, wares, and merchandise sold in inter-
state commerce;
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“For the manufacture and sale of articles direct from manu-
facturer to consumer in interstate commerce, $100 for each $10,000
or major fraction thereof of articles manufactured and sold direct
to consumer from manufacturer;

“For selling in reteil in interstate commerce in the United
States by national chaln stores, 8100 for each $10,000 or major
fraction thereof of goods scld in retail in interstate commerce;

“ For sales by mail order, the sum of $100 for every $10,000 or
major fraction thereof of articles sold in interstate commerce.”

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order
against the amendment. This is clearly a matter to regu-
late interstate commerce, and is not germane to a tax bill.

Mr. McKEOWN. This is a privilege tax.

Mr. BLANTON. It is not germane at this point.

Mr. McKEOWN. It is as germane here as it is anywhere
in the bill.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Oklahoma
desire to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes.

This section is a manufacturers’ tax, and my amendment
is simply a tax upon the privilege of doing business in infer-
state commerce. My amendment is a tax not only upon the
manufacturer with respeet to the amount of interstate busi-
ness, but it is also a tax upon the wholesaler engaged in
business, and the amendment will raise the money. This
amendment will balance the Budget.

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of
order that the committee is engaged in the consideration of
section 601, of which paragraph (a) has been read and has
been stricken out upon the motion of the gentleman from
North Carolina, with notice that in the event that the
paragraph was stricken out he would proceed to move to
strike out the remaining paragraphs of the section. The
amendment of the gentleman from Oklahoma may be in
order at some other point, but it is not germane fo the
matter which is now under consideration, nor does it come
in its proper place immediately following the notice given
by the gentleman from North Carolina, that in the con-
sideration of section 601, after disposition of his motion to
strike out paragraph (a), we will proceed with paragraph
(b), and it is not germane to the subject matter that is now
under consideration.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of the opinion that the
gentleman from Oklahoma is entitled to be heard upon his
amendment offered as a new paragraph of the bill. The
gentleman from North Carolina will be recognized as soon
as that is disposed of. If the Chair had known the gentle-
man from North' Carolina desired to offer a motion, the
Chair, of course, would have recognized the gentleman.

The Chair overrules the point of order, and the gentleman
from Oklahoma is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina that I had no intention of tres-
passing upon his rights. I want to show you what my
amendment does.

The proposition you are faced with is one of balancing the
Budget, and we have been told that that was the necessity
for the sales tax.

The proposal I have offered here is not a sales tax but is
simply a privilege tax. It does not put ail the burden on the
manufacturer. It only costs the manufacturer or wholesaler
$50, which is paid on each $10,000 or major fraction thereof
on the business done in interstate commerce.

In other words, a factory in New York, if it did no busi-
ness outside of New York, would pay no tax. If it did a
business outside of New York it would pay $50 on every
$10,000 worth of business.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to ask you gentlemen one
question. Are you in favor of going ahead and balancing
the Budget? If you are, here is how you can do it. This
proposal is not a sales tax, it is simply a privilege tax on
manufacturers, wholesalers, mail-order houses, and chain
stores for doing business in inferstate commerce.

Mr. EVANS of California. How much will it raise?

Mr. McKEOWN. Over $700,000,000—enough to balance
the Budget. You will have no trouble with the Budget if
vou adopt this amendment. There are $40,000,000,000 of
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business in the United States, a large part of which is done
in interstate commerce, and if you put this amendment in
your bill, you put a fair tax on the privilege of doing business
in interstate commerce, your local manufacturer and your
local wholesaler will not have to pay anything but their
State tax—and that is heavy enough—and you will raise-
$700,000,000.

Let me tell you how much retail business national chain
stores do in Texas. They sell in Texas $137,000,000 a year,
a large portion of which is not taxed in Texas, $174,000,000
in Missouri, and these mail-order houses sell anywhere from
5 to 12 per cent of the retail trade of the United States. If
you want something that will get money by a fair tax spread
all over the territory, you should adopt this amendment.

Mr. MEAD. And it will have a tendency to localize
business.

Mr. McCKEOWN. It will have that effect. There are 354
national chain systems in this country, and this will bring
in about $12,500,000. The manufacturer that sells direct to
the consumer will pay $100 on every $10,000 of business.

Now, you say you want to balance the Budget. This will
balance all of it.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. McKEOWN. I ask unanimous consent for five min-
utes more.

Mr, SWING. I object.

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe it is neces-
sary to discuss the objections to this amendment. I just
want to call to the attention of the House the fact that by
an impressive majority it has been indicated that this House
is opposed to anything that will impose a burden of in-
creased taxation on the consumer in the shape of a sales
tax. A sales tax is a license to a person to do business.
My friend from Oklahoma [Mr. McKxown] seeks to make a
%istinct.ion and calls his plan a privilege tax and not a plain

cense.

The paragraph you have just defeated here carried a per-
centage of 214, The gentleman from Oklahoma submits
one for one-half of 1 per cent. The only thing that you can
make of it is that it is simply a sales tax on a smaller scale of
percentage. There is a danger in his suggestion, not in the
paragraph which has just been defeated, and that is the
matter of pyramiding. The gentleman permits the manu-
facturer to pyramid, he permits the wholesaler to pyramid,
and he permits the broker to pyramid, because he puts a
tax on each one of them; and as the manufacturer sells to
the wholesaler he would incorporate his tax, and as the
wholesaler sells to the broker or the retailer he would not
only incorporate his own tax but also the manufacturers’ tax.
So you would have a triple pyramiding right there at the
beginning before it goes into the hands of the retailer: and
if the retailer happens to be a chain store, he will pyramid
it again. I greatly regret to be compelled to disagree with
my friend from Oklahoma, but I think his amendment
should be defeated.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. With pleasure.

Mr. McKEOWN. The purpose of this amendment was
obvicus. It had no other purpose than to raise money to
balance the Budget.

Mr. RAGON. And that is just exactly what we thought
of the manufacturers’ excise tax.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
of the gentleman from Oklahoma.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report paragraph (h).

The Clerk read as follows:

(b) In addition to any other tax or duty imposed by law, there
shall be imposed a tax of 2% per cent ad valorem (except as pro-
vided in subsection (d)) on every article imported into the United
States, unless—

(1) The consignee (within the meaning of the tariff act of
1930) is a licensed manufacturer (or his agent) and the article is
an article for further manufacture; or

(2) The consignee (within the meaning of such act) is a regis-
tered dealer (or his agent) and the article is an article for further
manufacture to be resold to a licensed manufacturer;
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(3) The article is Imported by a State or political subdivision
thereof, or any agency thereof, for use solely in the exercise of a
governmental function; or

(4) The article is specifically hereinafter exempted,

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DoucHTON: Page 226, lines 8 and 9,
strike out the words “of 214 per cent ad valorem (except,” and
in line 10, strike out all after the word * States” down to and
including the word “ exempted,” in line 22,

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
amendment is to get rid of the import taxes, except on those
enumerated in subsection (d). It strikes out the tax on
everything else contained in this sales tax.

Mr, LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. LEWIS. If the amendment should be adopted, would
that mean that the oil section of this sales tax bill would be
also adopted?

Mr. DOUGHTON. It would be left as it is, for future
action of the committee.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr., DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. UNDERHILL. I appeal to the gentleman from North
Carolina, that until we know more about what we have done
this afternoon, either through the newspapers or through
the Recorp or by radio or in some other manner, we better
not adopt any more amendments. I ask the gentleman from
North Carolina or the gentleman from Georgia or the gentle-
man from Illinois, to move that the committee do now rise,
so that we may have a chance to ascertain what we have
done, and I do this in the interest of orderly procedure and
in the interest of the reputation of this House.

Mr. DOUGHTON. This merely completes the action pro-
posed in my first amerdment. I insist on a vote.

Mr. LAGUARDIA rose.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman
rise?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. In support of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from North Carolina.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is
recognized. :

SeEveEraL, MemsBeErs. Let us have the amendment again
reported.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again
report the amendment of the gentleman from North Caro-
lina, and the paragraph as it will read if the amendment be
adopted.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DoucHTON: Page 226, lines 8 and 9,
strike out the words “of 214 per cent ad valorem (except,” and

in line 10 strike out all after the word * States,” down to and
including the word “ exempted,” in line 22.

So that the paragraph will read:

(b) In addition to any other tax or duty imposed by law there
shall be imposed a tax as provided in subsection (d) on every
article imported into the United States.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this
time simply to recall to the committee the statement made
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp], that the real
test on the sales tax will be made on paragraph (a). It will
be recalled the gentleman stated that he would abide by the
vote on the Doughton amendment and that he would not
oppose further amendments to carry out the will of the
House eliminating all sales tax provisions. That has just
been stricken from the bill by the committee. The amend-
ments which will follow are simply carrying out the will of
the commiitee. I am sure the gentleman from Massachu-
setts does not want the record to show, to use his own words,
that “ no one here knows what the committee has done to-
day.” I say to the gentleman from Massachusetts that if
he does not know what we did to-day he is the only person
in the United States who does not know it.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. For the information of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. UnpErHILL], I will say that what
we did was to strike out paragraph (a) of section 601, which
means that the House disapproves of the sales tax and that
it is entirely stricken from the bill.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Will the gentleman yield, now?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. UNDERHILL. What did we do before that?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Before that we adopted the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. CRrisp],
with other amendments exempting additional articles, and
now it all went out of the window. [Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I know the gentleman
from New York is trying to be fair.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The confusion for the
moment was on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. DovcaToN] to strike out certain
words, from line 7 to line 10, reading—

In addition to any other tax duty imposed by law there shall

be imposed a tax as provided in subsection (d) on every article
imported in the United States.

Now, we are ready to start writing a tariff bill. Let us
write it. -

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The section before the House, which
the gentleman from North Carolina would strike out, is
simply a compensating tariff to make up the 2% per cent
manufacturers’ tax, if that had been accepted. It is, so to
speak, the enacting clause of the provisions that follow.
That leaves sufficient wording in the paragraph to carry
out the intent as to the import tax, in the event that para-
graph (d) remains in the bill. Please note that all that is
left is the necessary enacting clause for the import provi-
sions of paragraph (d). If paragraph (d) goes out of the
bill, then according to the unanimous consent already ob-
tained by the gentleman from Georgia we revert back to
(b), and the remaining provision goes out, too.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. It was the understanding between the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr, Douvearon] and the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] and with the com-
mittee that if the motion of the gentleman from North
Carolina to strike out paragraph (a) prevailed, then the gen-
tleman from Georgia and his committee would offer no re-
sistance whatever to the other motions of the gentleman
from North Caroling to strike out succeeding paragraphs in
the sales-tax section, and they are offering no resistance.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No; of course not. That is clear, The
House having voted against the sales tax, all reference to it
by agreement will go out, as a matter of course.

Mr. BLANTON. So there ought not be any trouble about
this present motion to strike out that portion of paragraph
(b) within the agreement made.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Of course not.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, may I make this suggestion,
in the interest of all of us and in the interest of the bill:
I think, according to the vote of the committee a while ago,
the manufacturers’ tax title is eliminated, and, as far as I am
personally concerned, I am willing to give unanimous consent
to strike out all of the remaining paragraphs relating to the
manufacturers’ sales tax.

There are three or four other items in that title that are
not connected in any way with the 24 per cent manufac-
turers’ sales tax. For instance, there is a provision there
levying a specific tax upon lubricating oil, on imported oil
snd gasoline, on wort, and on grape concentrate. I would
like to see this done, if it is agreeable to the House—to
strike out the remaining sections of that paragraph, then
let the committee rise and to-morrow begin consideration
of these special items left in the tax title. I will call the
Ways and Means Committee to meet at 10 o'clock to-morrow
morning. If this agreement is accepted, this will be notice
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to the Committee on Ways and Means that they are called
to meet at 10 o’clock to-morrow morning, Then I hope
the Committee on Ways and Means may be able to recom-
mend to you again some other provisions to raise revenue.
Whether or not it meets your approval is for you fo decide
when it comes in.

Mr. BRITTEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. BRITTEN. Does the gentleman think that after his
meeting to-morrow morning in the Commitiee on Ways and
Means the committee is at all likely to give serious consid-
eration to that revenue-collecting measure called a tax on
beer, that will provide five or six or seven hundred million
dollars of easy money for the Treasury?

Mr. CRISP. I do not think so, but the gentleman from
New York to-morrow is going to offer an amendment to that
effect, and the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union will have an opportunity to express its view
about it.

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. SCHAFER. Do I understand that the gentleman
states he has agreed to take out all the manufacturers’ sales
tax provisions of this title, and that will also include the 30
per cent manufacturers’ sales tax on malt and malt sirup
used for food, used by bakers, and used for medicine for
children?

Mr. CRISP. No. My request would be to leave in all these
special excise taxes for the committee to consider when they
next get the bill.

Mr. SCHAFER. Well, that is a manufacturers’ sales tax
of 30 per cent.

Mr. CRISP. Instead of being 2% per cent, that is 30 per
cent.

Mr. PARSONS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. PARSONS, The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. DovcaToN] begins with
section (b). Under the gentleman’s arrangement, the gen-
tleman would propose to strike out the remaining part of the
section down to (d), line 9, page 228; beginning with line T,
page 226, strike out down to and including line 8 on page
228.

Mr. BLANTON. But the pending motion ought to be
adopted first.

Mr. CRISP. Mr, Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crise], that the committee do
Nnow rise.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, after conference with the
majority leader and some of the others, I ask unanimous
consent to withdraw my motion thaf the committee rise.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, the situation is perfectly-

simple. The sales tax has been defeated. There is no
question about that. Nobody knows that better than I do.
The motion offered by the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. DovcaTON] is a perfecting motion. It is to take from
the bill every vestige of the sales tax and leave these other
things, like malt sirup and the rest of them.

The whole matter is settled when there is an affirmative
vote on Mr. DoucHTON’S amendment. It ought to be unani-
mous and get through with it.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular |

order.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of
the gentleman from North Carolina.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise.

The motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed fhe chair, Mr. BankraEAD, Chairman of the Com-
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mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
reported that that committee had had under consideration
the bill (H. R. 10236) to provide revenue, equalize taxation,
and for other purposes, and had come to no resolution
thereon.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS—THE SALES TAX

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Speaker, the result of the long and
hard fought * consumption-tax” proposal is found in the
vote by tellers that rejected the tax 223 to 153, or a majority
of 70 against the tax. This speaks for itself.

For many years foes of the income-tax proposal have con-
tested at every step every effort to “ tax according to ability
to pay.” With annual incomes ranging from below $10,000
to $10,000,000, and with $3,500 exemptions for married
couples, many of these men bitterly fought the first income
tax law at every step. Finally they won the first battle by a
5 to 4 decision in the Supreme Court, which declared that
law unconstitutional. Then the people of this country be-
came aroused and wrote into the Constitution the sixteenth
amendment, which confained a specific provision that
“ Congress shall have power fo lay and collect taxes on
incomes,” This Congress did a second time.

Again great opposition influences sought to have the Su-
preme Court set aside the will of the people by a decision
exempting undistributed corporation profits and * stock divi-
dends ” that thereby avoided distribution of profits. Again
the Supreme Court by a 5 to 4 decision partially emascu-
lated the income tax law by holding such tax evasions could
not be reached by Congress. Thereupon an estate tax law
to reach tax-free securities, and when avoided by gifts dur-
ing life a tax has been placed in the pending bill to prevent
evasion of the tax.

In the Recorp of March 11 and 17 I disclosed at length
how favored holders of large wealth have constantly sought
to evade this law in Congress and in the courts. That tax
now graduated from 1 to 20 per cent, with $3,500 exemp-
tion, only averages 10 per cent on incomes of $100,000 an-
nually and 20 per cent above that large return. Gradu-
ated increases should be averaged accordingly. I absolve
the committee from any unfair purpose, but its unanimous
and sudden report to lay a $600,000,000 increased tax on
consumption necessities of 120,000,000 people, whether rich
or poor, with an estimated increase in prices on such neces-
sities of possibly over $2,000,000,000 annually, is hard to
understand. Many men of large wealth have heretofore
advocated a sales tax to be substituted for the Federal in-
come tax,

A sales tax with increased rates is urged by Mr. Hearst
and many others “ to replace the income tax.” Not one tax
expert of standing has recommended this unjust tax, while
I have offered testimony from a score of high-class experts
who in the past have appeared against any such indefensible
proposal that tax is now defeated.

Letters of commendation are many. One at hand reads:

March 23, 1932,

Dear Me. FrEAr: I congratulate you on the letter opposing a

sales tax you sent your fellow Members. If you will furnish me
s % of this IetterIWillma.lIoneto every official of the

Farmers Union * *
Yours truly, JorN A. BrmrsoN, President.

In support of the splendid contest waged by others who
took over the burden that was largely mine, when last
before the House, I sent the letter which reads:

CONGEESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washingion, D. C., March 21, 1932.

DEsR CoLLEAGUE: The Democratic leader closed a tax debate
Baturday, March 19, by charging that House action resenting a
sales tax and increasing income taxes was * nearer communism
than any other country in the world except Russia.” That same
day the politically powerful Hearst papers demanded a “ Federal
sales tax and excise tax, to lace the income tax.” That is the
issue. The Income tax has always been fought in Congress and
in the courts by wealth. What about * communism."

Shortly after the revolution, with Senators Emnve and Ladd, 1
traveled 8,000 miles through Russia interviewing workers on farms,
in mines, in factories, President Ealinin, and others. Their
revolution, they alleged, resulted Irom concentration of practi-
cally all wealth in the hands of the czar and nobility, accom=-
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panied by extreme poverty of the masses and cruel oppression.
That resulted in Russian communism.

Our Government is founded on the Constitution and equal
rights of its citizens. We are representatives of the people, re-
sponsible in part for their welfare, and none would exchange this
Government for any other. In this land, however, men like
Rockefeller, Ford, the Mellon, have amassed wealth in single
families reported to reach 10 figures. Thousands of others have
accumulated large fortunes until we are advised 5 per cent of
our people now own or control 75 per cent of all the fluid wealth
of the country. A balanced Budget is also now demanded.

The issue is a $600,000,000, with added profits, consumption tax
suddenly presented. It is offered as an alternative for a “ Treas-
ury tax" program. No reason is offered for confining legislative
action to either.

In the ReEcorp of March 17 President Green, American Federa-
tion of Labor, is quoted saying this tax will increase cost of
* clothes, shoes, necessities, Including a large percentage of food-
stuffs, It will “add to the misery, want, and woe now in the
land.” The National Grange writes 27,000,000 people on farms
will be further oppressed by the proposed tax. The Farm Bureau
says a sales tax is based on *the necessity to consume.” The
Farmers Union says this tax has aroused more apprehension than
any other measure since the war. The National Democratic Con-
vention, 1924, declared, " We oppose the so-called salestax * * *
that unfairly shifts to the consumer the burdens of taxation.

England has always rejected it. Our income-tax ra‘es are far
lower than those of England, France, or Germany. (RECORD, p.
6353.) 8o, too, our estate and other taxes. Tax experts and
eminent authorities quoted in above REecorp.all denounce a
consumption tax, now planned to relieve the rich by “ soaking the
poor.” If once adopted, it can not be removed. Green, Simpson,
Gray, Brenckman, and others warn us against a tax that en-
courages “ communists " more than any act ever before pressed on
Congress. These officers speak for many millions of our people,
Lest we forget, we represent them too.

Sincerely yours, JAMES A, FREAR.

I do not believe any further attempt will occur this ses-
sion at either end of the Capitol to enact a consumption tax.
After some experience in the circuitous methods of pro-
cedure used by agencies that have attacked the income fax
repeatedly in Congress and the courts, I do say the tax will
again bob up and find many supporters, who again will seek
with holders of large wealth and large incomes to substitute
some form of sales tax for the tax on incomes and estates.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled
bill of the Senate of the following title:

S.1590. An act granting certain public lands to the State
of New Mexico for the use and benefit of the Eastern New
Mexico Normal School, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 3 o’clock and
52 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow,
Friday, March 25, 1932, at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
Tentative list of committee hearings scheduled for Friday,
March 25, 1932, as reported to the floor leader by clerks of
the several committees:
BANKING AND CURRENCY
(10 a. m.)
Hearing, home-loan subcommittee.
NAVAL AFFAIRS
(10 a. m.)
Private bills. :
POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS
(10.30 a. m.)
To regulate the manufacture and sale of stamped enve-
lopes (H. R. 8493 and H. R. 8576).
COINAGE, WEIGHTS, AND MEASURES

(10 a. m.)
Silver investigation.
PATENTS
(10 a. m.)
Copyright bill,
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
(10.30 a. m.)

Subcommittee on the Judiciary, District of Columbia (H.
R. 461 and H. R. 7752).

PUBLIC LANDS
Hearings discontinued.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

502. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting for the consideration of Congress, and
without revision, a supplemental estimate of appropriation
pertaining to the legislative establishment, Government
Printing Office, for the fiscal year 1933, in the sum of
$500,000 (H. Doc. No. 283) ; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

503. A letter from the executive secretary of the Near East
Relief, transmitting a report for the year ending December
31, 1931, of the Near East Relief; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

504. A letter from the chairman of the United States
Tariff Commission, transmitting a report of the United
g{t.a.tes Tariff Commission; to the Committee on Ways and

eans,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. BLACK: Committee on the District of Columbia.
H. R. 10273. A bill to establish a board of indeterminate
sentence and parole for the District of Columbia and to de-
termine its functions, and for other purposes; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 881). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. WILSON: Committee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Departments. H. R. 10743. A bill to require the pur-
chase of domestic supplies for public use and the use of
domestic materials in public buildings and works; without
amendment (Rept. No. 882). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
9970. A bill to add certain land to the Crater Lake Na-
tional Park in the State of Oregon, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 886). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIIT,

Mr. KERR: Commiftee on War Claims. H. R. 3321. A
bill for the relief of R. S. Howard Co. (Inc.); with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 883). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.
° Mr. MARTIN of Oregon: Committee on War Claims.
H. R. 6424. A bill granting jurisdiction to the Court of
Claims to hear the case of David A. Wright; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 834). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. PETTENGILL: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.

3627. A bill for the relief of James Wallace; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 885). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDRESEN: A bill (H. R. 10793) fo establish and
promote the effective merchandising of certain basic agri-
culture commodities in interstate and foreign commerce by
the fixing of a minimum marketing price for such com-
modities; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 10794) to
consolidate and coordinate certain governmental activities
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affecting the civil service of the United States: to the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments.

By Mr. WOLCOTT: A bill (H. R. 10795) to extend the
times for commencing and completing the construction of a
bridge across the St. Clair River at or near Port Huron, Mich.;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BLOOM: A bill (H. R. 107968) to amend section
9 of the act entitled “An act to amend and consolidate the
acts respecting copyrights,” approved March 4, 1909; to the
Committee on Patents.

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 10797) to
equalize tariff duties by compensating for depreciation in
foreign currencies; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SIROVICH: A bill (H. R. 10798) for the safety
of lives and the preservation of property at sea; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

By Mr. CRAIL: A bill (H. R. 10799) to make capital pun-
ishment the penalty for transporting kidnaped persons in
interstate or foreign commerce, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary. .

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLOOM: A bill (H. R. 10800) for the relief of Joe
Setton; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10801) for the relief of Antoine J.
Prunier; to the Commitiee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 10802)
granting a pension to Paul J. Wichman; to the Commitiee
on Pensions.

By Mr. COOPER of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 10803) authorizing
Richard T. Ellis, colonel in the United States Army, to accept
the decoration of Officer of the Legion of Honor conferred
upon him by the Government of France; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. CRAIL: A bill (H. R. 10804) granting a pension to
Pear] Bouchie; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DAVIS: A bill (H. R. 10805) for the relief of
Gordon McGee; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. DOUTRICH: A bill (H. R. 10806) for the relief of
Charles W. Buck; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ERK: A bill (H. R. 10807) granting an increase of
pension to Kate S. Berry; to the Commitiee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. FINLEY: A bill (H. R. 10808) granting an increase
of pension to Mary A. Choate; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. GUYER: A bill (H. R. 10809) granting a pension
to Mary E. Adams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HORR: A bill (H. R. 10810) providing an appro-
priation of $1,000 to search for Lieut. Edward D. Hoffman,
lost while on flight in an Army bombing plane; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

By Mr. HOUSTON of Delaware: A bill (H. R. 10811) for
the relief of the Hamburg-American Line; to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. MORTON D. HULL: A bill (H. R. 10812) granting
an increase of pension to Mrs. Frank Talbot; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KURTZ: A bill (H, R. 10813) granting an increase
of pension to Sarah C. Nicewonger; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10814) granting an increase of pension
to Mary E. Askey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 10815) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sarah E. Lewis; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10816) granting an increase of pension
to Corinda C. Russell; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 10817) granting an in-
crease of pension to Jennie G. Crabs; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6821

By Mr. PARSONS: A bill (FI. R. 10818) granting an in-
crease of pension to Susan B. Hill; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SUTPHIN: A bill (H. R. 10819) for the relief of
John Parker Clark, jr.; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10820) for the relief of John Parker
Clark, sr.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SWICK: A hill (H. R. 10821) granting an increase
of pension to Dorothy F. Reed; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. WEAVER: A bill (H. R, 10822) granting a pension
to Fred F. Hill; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mrs. WINGO: A bill (H, R. 10823) granting a pension
to Vina Provence; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

4890. By Mr. ALDRICH: Resolution of Polish-American
Citizens Club, of Anthony, R. I., urging passage of House
Joint Resolution 144, directing the . President to proclaim
October 11 of each year as General Pulaski Memorial Day;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4891. By Mr. BEAM: Resolution by Greup No. 110 of the
Polish National Alliance, memorializing Congress to enact
House Joint Resolution 144, to proclaim October 11 of each
year as General Pulaski's Memorial Day; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

4892. Also, resolution by Group No. 2653 of the Polish
National Alliance, memorializing Congress to enact House
Joint Resolution 144, to proclaim October 11 of each year as
General Pulaski’s Memorial Day; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

4893. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of residents of New York
Cily, protesting against, the compulsory Sunday observance
bill, 8. 1202, entitled “A bill providing for the closing of
barber shops on Sunday in the District of Columbia,” or any
other compulsory religious measures that have been or shall
be introduced, such as House bill 8092; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

4894. By Mr. BOHN: Petition of McArthur Auxiliary, No.
29, United Spanish War Veterans, Cheboygan, Mich., in-
dorsing the Gasque bill, H. R. 7230, granting pensions to
widows of all wars; to the Committee on Pensions,

4895. By Mr. CRAIL: Petition of the Women’s Law Ob-
servance Association of Los Angeles, Calif., protesting against
the repeal, resubmission, revision, or nullification of the
eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4896. By Mr. EVANS of California: Petition signed by the
Granada Park Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, pro-
testing against any resubmission of the eighteenth amend-
ment; fo the Committee on the Judiciary.

4897. Also, petition signed by approximately 29 residents,
protesting against compulsory Sunday observance; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

4898. By Mr. EVANS of Montana. Resolution of Montana
State branch of the National Woman’s Party, urging sub-
mission to the States for ratification the equal rights amend-
ment; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4899. By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of 12 citizens of Wash-
ington County, Idaho, protesting against compulsory Sun- *
day observance; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

4900. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of Beaver Post, No. 149,
American Legion, Beaver, Okla., supporting the payment of
adjusted-compensation certificates; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

4901. By Mr. GILCHRIST: Petition signed by 112 eiti-
zens of Burt, Iowa, and vicinity, protesting against the ad-
mission tax on the lower admission classifications and any
sales tax, stating that such tax would be injurious and detri-
mental to the business in their community; also stating that
such a tax would result in the closing of many theaters in
their territory and further increase the number of unem-
ployed; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4902. By Mr. GLOVER: Resolution of the Legislature of
Arkansas; to the Committee on Ways and Means.




6822

.- 4903. Also, resolution of King Belser Post, No. 94, of
Arkansas City, Ark.; to the Committee on Pensions.

4904. By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Petition of Thomas
Bell, route 3, Hubbard, Tex., favoring immediate cash pay-
ment of adjusted-service certificates; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

4905. Also, petition of Dr. E. E. Thomas, of Prairie Hill,
Tex., favoring a tax on crude oil imported from foreign
countries; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4906. Also, petition of W. M. Rutherford and 40 other citi-
zens of Thorndale, Tex., favoring immediate cash payment
of adjusted-service certificates; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

4907. Also, petition of T. K. Morris, secretary chamber
of commerce, Itasca, Tex., and 34 other citizens of Itasca,
favoring House bills 6305 and 8684; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

4908. By Mr. KELLER: Petition of Local Union No. 639,
United Mine Workers of America, Sesser, Iil., urging the
passage of Senate bill 2793; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

4909. Also, petition of Egyptian Lodge, No. 365, of the
Brotherhood of Railway Carmen of America, asking for sup-
port and passage of House bill 9891; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

4910. Also, petition of Rotary Club of Zeigler, Ill., favor-
ing the passage of Senate bill 2793, extending to Interstate
Commerce Commission power to regulate busses and trucks
engaged in inferstate commerce; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

4911, Also, petition of city of Sparta, IIl., favoring enact-
ment of legislation to regulate the use of the public high-
ways by busses and trucks; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

4912, Also, petition of FitzPatrick Post, No. 32, American
Legion, Mound City, IIl, urging the passage of House bill 1,
for the payment of the balance of the adjusted compensa-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4913. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of Group No. 2135, Polish
National Alliance, urging enactment of House Joint Resolu-
tion 144; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4914, By Mr. PARKER of Georgia: Petition of Col. Wil-
liam L. Grayson and five other citizens of Savannah, Ga.,
urging enactment of legislation regulating busses and trucks
carrying passengers and freight in interstate commerce; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

4915. Also, resolution of the Savannah (Ga.) Chamber of
Commerce, protesting against any change in the control and
operation of rivers and harbors development; to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. g

4916, Also, petition of Eugene Talmadge, commissioner of
agriculture of the State of Georgia, and James D. Gunn,
president Peerless Basket Co., of Cuthbert, Ga., protesting
against certain phases of proposed tax legislation; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

4017, Also, petilion of John E. Hall and 26 other ex-
service men of Toombs County, Ga., urging the enactment
of House bill 1; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4918. By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of W. C. Vaas and 50
other citizens of Centralia, Ill., favoring a reduction in the

-cost of running the Government; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

4919, By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the American Alliance of
the United States, favoring protection for American labor
and industry, and protesting against the importation of
Soviet products; to the Committee on Labor,

4920, Also, petition of American Manufacturing Co.,
Brooklyn, N. Y., opposing the passage of House bill 8559;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

4921, Also, petition of Whitaker & Co., New York City,
favoring the Baldrige bill, H. R. 7430, and the Andresen bill,
H. R. 9971; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4922. Also, petition of Pan American Petroleum & Trans-
port Co., New York City, with reference to House bill 9258,
relating to certain sections of the proposed bill; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.
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4923. Also, petition of Richard Hudnut Co., New York City,
opposing an excise tax higher than the proposed sales tax
on cosmetics; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

4924, Also, petition of Massachusetts Fisheries Association,
Boston, Mass., opposing a tax on imported oil and on lubri-
cating oil; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

4025. Also, petition of American Manganese Producers’
Association, favoring a tax of 1 cent per pound on imported
manganese; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4926. Also, petition of Pauline Piatek, of Brooklyn, N. X
opposing the manufacturers’ sales tax; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

4927, Also, petition of L. Isaacson & Son, opposing the
manufacturers’ sales tax; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4928. Also, petition of Graham County Chamber of Com-
merce, Safford, Ariz., favoring a 5-cent tariff on foreign cop-
per, as proposed by Mr. Doucras of Arizona; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

4929, Also, petition of Bushwick Heights Democratic Club,
Brooklyn, N. Y., and George R. Carmody, executive member,
opposing the proposed sales tax; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

4930. Also, petition of Actors Equity Association, New York
City, favoring the Connery amendment to the revenue bill
exempting the legitimate drama from the proposed 10 per
cent tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4931. By Mr. SANDERS of New York: Petition signed by
Frank W. Mathews and 37 others, members of the Smith-
Warren Post, No. 367, American Legion, of Monroe County,
favoring the immediate payment of the balance of the face
value of the adjusted-compensation certificates; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4932, By Mr. SELVIG: Petition of Hallock American
Legion Post, unanimously favoring the bonus; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4933. Also, petition of American Legion Auxiliary of Ada,
Minn,, supporting the widows and orphans’ bill; to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

4934. By Mr. SWICK: Petition of Florence C. Keck and
five other residents of Butler and Great Belt, Butler County,
Pa., urging the enactment of legislation for the immediate
payment in full of the adjusted-service certificates; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

4935, Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance
Union of Conoquenessing, Butler County, Pa., protesting
against the resubmission of the eighteenth amendment to
the Constitution to the State legislatures or conventions; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

4936, Also, petition of Thomas Frish and five other resi-
dents of Evans City, Butler County, Pa., urging the enact-
ment of legislation providing the full payment of adjusted-
service certificates; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4937. Also, petition of Roe 8. Johnston and five other
residents of Renfrew and Valencia, Butler County, Pa.,
urging the enactment of legislation providing for the pay-
ment in full of adjusted-service certificates; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4938. Also, petition of Ralph C. Lacy and five other resi-
dents of Euclid, Butler County, Pa., urging the enactment
of legislation providing for the immediate full payment of
adjusted-service certificates; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

4939, Also, petition of A. F. Hetrick and five other resi-
dents of Chicora, Butler County, Pa., urging the enactment
of legislation providing for the immediate full cash pay-
ment of adjusted-service certificates; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

4940, Also, petition of Percy V. Leighton and five other
residents of Karns City and Chicora, Butler County, Pa.,
urging the immediate enactment of legisiation for the pay-
ment in full of the adjusted-service certificates; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4941, Also, petition of Group No. 1013 of the Polish Na-
tional Alliance of the United States, J. F. Tomaszewski,
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secretary, 405 Eighth Street, Ambridge, Pa., urging the en-
actment of House Joint Resolution 144, directing the Presi-
dent of the United States to proclaim October 11 of each
year as General Pulaski’s Memorial Day for the observance
and commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir
Pulaski; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4942, By Mr. WYANT: Petition of 80 railroad employees
of Derry, Westmoreland County, Pa., urging support of a
pension plan; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

4943, Also, petition of 40 railroad employees of western
Pennsylvania, urging support of Senate bill 3677 and House
bill 9891, as sponsored by Railroad Employees’ National Pen-
sion Association (Inc.); to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

4944, Also, petition of Women’s Adult Class of the Sabbath
school of the Methodist Episcopal Church of West Newton,
Pa., protesting against any change in present prohibition
laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4945, Also, petition of the Ladies’ Class of the Sabbath
school of the Methodist Episcopal Church of West Newton,
Westmoreland County, Pa., protesting against any change in
present prohibition laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4946. Also, petition of Group No. 2357, Polish National
Alliance, Latrobe, Pa., urging enactment of legislation desig-
nating October 11 of each year as General Pulaski’s Me-
morial Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4947, Also, petition of Men's Bible Class of the Sabbath
school of the Methodist Episcopal Church of West Newton,
Pa., protesting against any change in present prohibition
laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4948. Also, petition of Young Women’s Bible Class of the
Sabbath school of the Methodist Episcopal Church of West
Newton, Pa., protesting against any change in present pro-
hibition laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4949, By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Charles E. Nelson
Post of the American Legion, Keyport, Wash., urging imme-
diate payment of the adjusted-service certificates; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FriDAY, MARCH 25, 1932

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Rev. John Compton Ball, pastor of the Metropolitan
Baptist Church, Washington, D. C., offered the following
prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, as we bow in Thy divine presence
this morning, we are not unmindful of the solemnity of this
day and what it commemorates in the history of the world.
As far as we are able to measure time, one thousand nine
hundred and two years ago Thou didst reveal unto us,
through Thy Son, the greatest evidence of love which our
hearts have ever known; and we come in deep gratitude to
Thee and thank Thee for what was done by the Lord Jesus
Christ for us on Calvary’s cross and to pray, as He prayed,
that not His will but Thine might be done. So in our hearts
and in our lives may our will be submitted to Thine in our
own personal affairs and with regard to the greater affairs
that have to do with our land. Let Thy blessing rest upon
all our deliberations to-day that we may look upon Thee, not
merely as a God of power and of might and of wisdom but
a God of love who is leading us, we believe, among the na-
tions, and who hast for us the desire that we usher in the
kingdom that shall bring peace throughout the length and
breadth of the earth. To this end, guide every one of us,
for Christ’s sake. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

CALL OF THE HOUSE
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I raise the point that no
quorum is present.
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, evidently there is not a quorum
present. I move & call of the House.
A call of the House was ordered.
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‘The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed
to answer to their names:

[Roll No. 33]
Abernethy Dyer Eennedy Sirovich
Amlie Free Eniffin Smith, W. Va.
Beck - Freeman Eurtz Bparks
Beers ue + Lewls Spence
Buckbee Gifford Lozier Stalker
Bulwinkle Gillen McGugin Bteagall
Busby Golder Parker, N. Y. Stevenson
Carter, Wyo Gregory Person Btrong, Eans.
Chapman Griffin Pettengill Strong, Pa.
Collier Hart Pratt, Harcourt J. Tucker
Corning Haugen Vestal
Crump Horr Rayburn Watson
Curry Igoe Reid, I11. Welsh, Pa.
Davis Jenkins Babath Wolcott
De Priest Johnson, IIl. Schuetz Wood, Ga.
Dickstein Kelly, 111, Belvig Wood, Ind.
Douglas, Ariz Eendall

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and sixty-four Members
have answered to their names, a quorum.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with fur-
ther proceedings under the call.

The motion was agreed to. :

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to announce that
my colleague the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Lozier] is
absent in Missouri, where he will deliver the keynote speech
as temporary chairman of the Democratic State convention.

EXTENSION OF REMARKES

Mr, BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
insert a very instructive cartoon in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. That can not be done by unanimous
consent.

Mr. BOYLAN. I understood, Mr. Speaker, it was op-
tional or discretionary with the Committee on Printing,
and may the matter be referred to them, sir?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s remedy is to apply to
the Joint Committee on Printing or to change the statute
in this particular,

Mr. BLANTON. I object, Mr. Speaker.

THE UNKNOWN SOLDIER

Mr. DRANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
publish in the Recorp a speech made at the auditorium in
the Arlington National Cemetery on May 10, 1931—Mother's
Day—on the subject “I EKnew the Unknown Soldier,” by
Hon. RutH BRYAN OWEN.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

ADDRESS OF HON. RUTH BREYAN OWEN, OF FLORIDA, AT ARLINGTON
NATIONAL CEMETERY, MAY 10, 1931

I knew the Unknown Soldier, that composite of the youth of
our Nation and of other nations who answered the call to arms in
the World War.

I first saw him as he marched through the streets of London,
one of the “first hundred thousand.” The sky was heavy with
clouds and the pavements dark and shiny with rain. Only a few
of the troops were clad in military uniforms. Many marched just
as they had left the bench in the factory or the stool in the office.
We were almost within sound of the guns there—thundering guns
heralding the oncoming storm of war. BSo certalnly were these
first troops under sentence of death that there was no cheering in
the streets as they passed. Bystanders with bared heads stood at
attention in silence. But the Unknown Soldier was singing as he
strode along. “It's a Long, Long Way to Tipperary,” he sang to
the thud of tramping feet on the wet pavement.

I saw him again where he was sent back to a rest camp on the
edge of the desert after months of fighting. There was not much
to suggest repose in that cluster of blisteringly hot tents set down
in a waste of yellow sand. But there was a chance to slacken taut
nerves and tired muscles. In the big recreation pavilion there
were concerts under the flare of gas lights, while silver moonlight
whitened the sands of the desert all around us. I wondered why
the troops liked to sing these plaintive home and mother songs,
with an ocean and a battle front separating them from their own
firesides. Leaning back against the rough benches, with half-
closed eyes, they sang about the long, long trail a'winding to the
land of their dreams. And they whistled tunes from the music
halls with a 1ilf and a swing to them, and forgot for an hour the
mud and blood and anguish of the front line.

I next saw the Unknown Soldier when a slight wound had sent
him into one of the stationary hospitals. Neither wound nor
hospital discipline could quench his Infectious good spirits. I
remember we had a little table on wheels which carried surgical
dressings from one bedside to another. When the nurses were
‘out of the ward for a moment he would parade down the aisle be-
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